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The practice of job sharing, in which two teachers share the responsibilities of
one teacher, is described. A comprehensive review of related literature is presented.
)

Perceptions of those directly affected by the practice in one school district were
gathered through 70 structured interviews with elementary principals, job sharing
teachers, full-time teacher colleagues, students in job sharing classrooms, and parents.
The study reveals predominantly positive reactions to the practice, and supports
continuation of job sharing as an employment option for teachers.
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CHAPTER ONE
BACKGROUND OF THE STUDY

This project study describes the practice of job sharing among elementary school
teachers.

An extensive review of the literature on job sharing in elementary and

secondary education is presented. The North Kitsap School District, located in Poulsbo,
Washington, is used to illustrate how the practice of job sharing affects the diverse groups
involved.
Moorman, Smith, and Ruggels (1980) define job sharing simply: two people
sharing one full-time position.

Job sharing is not, however, the same as what has

traditionally been known as part-time work. It is significantly different in several ways.

)

First, it usually involves the deliberate conversion of a full-time career position
(Duttweiler, 1982).

It also differs in that it emphasizes co-operation rather than

competition (Olmsted, 1983). On this topic, Davidson and Kline (1979) state, "Different
from ordinary part-time employees, job sharers jointly assume the obligation to complete
their work and to communicate fully with each other" (p. 226). According to Moorman
et al. (1980), job sharing pairs also share the rights, responsibilities, and benefits of one
full-time position and these are generally greater than those of part-time positions.
Job sharing schedules vary.

In the publication Job Sharing in the Schools,

Moorman (1980) describes those most commonly used. These are split day, split week,
alternate week, and alternate semester schedules. In a split day schedule, one teacher
usually teaches in the morning while the other teaches in the afternoon, with a daily
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overlap time at midday for consultation. In a split week schedule, each teacher may teach .
two and one half days per week, or two days one week and three the next. Each teacher
has two regular days and alternate the third, which is often Wednesday. Sometimes
teachers choose to work three days each week, overlapping on Wednesdays, which means
donating one half a day per week. When teachers opt for the alternate week schedule,
they usually work from Wednesday through Tuesday. This provides a continuous week
of instruction, yet neither teacher works more than three days without a day off. The last
schedule, alternate semesters, differs significantly from those already mentioned in that
the sharing is much more Limited. One teacher teaches the first half of the school year
and the other the Last half. The only interaction necessary is some joint planning in the
fall, and working together to create a smooth transition at midyear.
)

Each of these schedules has its advantages and disadvantages, as described by
Moorman (1980). The split day schedule offers the teachers and children a regular daily
routine.

Teachers feel fresher working shorter hours, and it is easier to divide the

subjects. Among the disadvantages of this schedule are possible discipline carryovers, the
lack of Large blocks of free time for teachers, and time taken up in commuting every day.
Split week schedules provide teachers with long weekends and large blocks of
free time. Some districts fear this schedule might affect the continuity of instruction.
While Moorman (1980) states that the teachers reported no disadvantages, additional
joint planning time is required as the teaching of almost all subjects would be shared.
Using the alternate week approach, teachers can plan and carry out lessons that
require several consecutive days to implement. This schedule makes communication
between sharers and the principal and other staff more difficult, however, because the
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teachers do not have fixed days that they. are at school.
The alternate semester schedule is a good one for a teacher who prefers to work
alone. Kaye and Williamson (1986) state that this schedule is a way to decrease the
amount of interaction that is necessary between partners. Principals like it because it is
always clear who is responsible at any given time. This schedule loses many of the
advantages of the other choices because the two teachers do not plan cooperatively on a
regular basis, allowing them the benefits of each other's experiences. It does not lighten
the load year round, and so may be a poor choice for teachers who are parents of young
children and teachers under stress.
It should be noted that some job sharers choose to combine several of these

schedules. For example, in the district studied, some sharers work split days during the
three days in the middle of the week, and one full day each week (Monday or Friday).
This provides each teacher with a three day weekend every week. It also allows each
teacher to interact with the students for one full day a week, teaching all subjects.
Through personal contacts with several North Kitsap School District employees,
it was lea!ned that job sharing was an employment option as far back as 1965. A long
term employee with the district, R. Ley (personal communication, March 23, 1990)
explained that he first held a job sharing position with another elementary teacher in 1965
when he was being asked by the district to assume the· duties of both teacher and building
administrator. As the responsibilities grew, he asked for a half day to concentrate on
administrative matters, necessitating the hiring of another teacher to teach his class on a
half-time basis. The principal continued this arrangement for 14 years at this elementary
school.
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During the seventies, teachers began pairing to share one teaching position and
reduce working hours.

L. C. Mong (personal communication, February 13, 1990)

indicated that she first teamed with another teacher in 1978. Her reason for doing so was
to allow her additional time to devote to her family. Once again, job sharing was initiated
by an employee to fill a need.
Job sharing continues to be practiced in the North Kitsap School District. During
the 1988-89 school year, 14 elementary teachers were employed in job sharing positions.
This represents 16% of the self contained regular classroom teachers in the district. This
figure rose to 17% during the 1989-90 school year, when 18 teachers were employed in
job sharing positions.
Data were collected through structured interviews with the various groups affected
by job sharing in the North Kitsap School District during the 1989-90 school year.
Interviews, conducted over the telephone, were used to gather information from all job
sharers, a random sample of full-time teacher colleagues, and a random sample of parents
with children who had been placed in job sharing classrooms.
personnel employees were also contacted by telephone.

Business office and

Personal interviews were

conducted with all elementary school building principals, and a random sample of students
currently placed in job sharing classrooms. Through this process, the perceptions of the
ways in which job sharing impacts these various groups were documented.
The justification for embarking on this study is twofold. First, it may serve to
informally evaluate the current job sharing practices in the district. Second, this study can
be of practical use to any district considering the implementation of a job sharing program
for their teachers.

CHAPTER2
REVIEW OF RELATED LITERATURE

History of Job Sharing

The concept of reduced work hours can be traced back as far as the era of the
Great Depression when it was used as a means to combat joblessness by reducing work
hours to prevent layoffs. "The Fair Labor Standards Act of 1938 was passed during the
Great Depression to spread employment by defining the standard workweek as forty hours
·and requiring overtime premium wages be paid for work above that figure. The 'normal',
'standard' forty hour workweek was born" (Duttweiler, 1982, p. 3).
"From the 1930's until towards the end of the 1970's, the patterns of work time
remained remarkably stable in the United States" (Olmsted, 1983, p. 479).

Olmsted

further states that job sharing began to take hold as a permanent part-time scheduling
option in the late 1970's, and has been used to make jobs that were previously available
only to full-time workers an option for those who wish to work part-time. "By 1978
eight states and the Federal Government had introduced legislation whose purpose was
to respond to the growing interest in reduced work time options by developing more
opportunities for permanent part-time employment" (Olmsted, 1983, p. 481). The Federal
Employees Part-time Career Employment Act of 1978 required all federal agencies to
identify job sharing positions and to develop hiring goals and objectives for future
employment of new and current employees who wanted part-time options. Job sharing
began to be used later at the state level. Olmsted (1983) reports the following:
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By 1982, 25 .states had officially encouraged the use of job sharing and other forms
of permanent part-time employment by introducing legislation that specifically
increased the opportunities for such work arrangements or by supporting pilot
projects designed to test the feasibility of allowing employees to reduce the
number of hours in their current jobs. (p. 491)
According to Duttweiler (1982), California has been the leader in this area, while
New York, Massachusetts, Washington, Oregon, Hawaii, Minnesota, and Wisconsin have
also passed some type of job sharing legislation.

Studies on Job Sharing

"Teaching has been the most active occupation involved in the study and
experimentation with job sharing" (Duttweiler, 1983, p. 11-12). In 1983, the Oregon
State Department of Education reported that 35 districts had used some form of job
sharing in 1980. By 1982, fully 37% of California's school districts had implemented job
sharing programs for teachers.
The first job sharing program involving teachers reported in the literature appears
to be the Partnership Teaching Program in Framingham, Massachusetts (Porter, 1966).
This program was sponsored by the Women's Educational and Industrial Union, and was
begun to tap an unused resource: talented instructors who wish to teach, but cannot do
so because of family responsibilities. Beginning with just 16 teachers (8 pairs) in 1965,
the program grew until 120 people had become involved in surrounding Massachusetts
school systems. The pairing of teachers was done with three factors in mind: training,
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compatibility, and geographic location. Usually, one teacher taught in the morning and
the other in the afternoon. Evaluation of the program revealed that the "consensus was
that the Program has been effective, efficient and advantageous to both the school systems
and the women involved in the Program" (p. 3). Favorable opinions were expressed by
teachers, principals, parents, and students.
A national organization, Catalyst, was formed in 1962 to encourage well educated
professional women to make use of their talents in public service (Dapper & Murphy,
1968). It was felt that these workers were a valuable resource which was underutilized.
In 1968, Catalyst studied five school systems in the United States using part-time

teachers.

These were located in Miami, Florida; Detroit, Michigan; Framingham,

Massachusetts; Cedar Falls, Idaho; and Niskayuna, New York.

Of these systems,

Massachusetts was the only one using its teachers in job sharing arrangements, as
discussed previously. The other systems employed part-time teachers in more traditional
ways.

These teachers did not work full-time but were not involved in sharing one

position with another teacher. In all, 500 teachers were employed on a part-time basis.
The purpose was to discover how part-time teaching was working in practice, and to
provide a model for administrators who may be actively or potentially interested in
making use of part-time teachers in their own schools. Results indicated that part-time
teachers were being used in a wide variety of ways to solve problems in the schools and
that the most successful applications came from districts where organized, well planned
programs were developed to use them to improve the quality of education.
Project APT (Applying Partnerships to Teaching) was implemented in the Hartford,
Connecticut Public Schools (Connecticut University, 1970).

An evaluation report,
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published in 1970, indicates that the purpose was to recruit locally available, qualified
teachers. Interviews were conducted with approximately 100 people, including teacher
partners, their principals, and the children in their classrooms. In addition, questionnaires
were used with teacher colleagues and the parents of children in partnership classrooms.
The results demonstrated an overall positive reaction to partnership teaching from
teachers, principals, students and parents.

The project was deemed successful and

continuation was recommended.
Hirschlein and Braun (1982) report,
In 1976, New Ways to Work, a non-profit work resource center based in San
Francisco, California, published a study concerning job sharing in nine San
Francisco Bay area school districts. Based on the findings of the study, New Ways
to Work (1976) advised potential job sharers to evaluate five key components of
the arrangement:

1) examine the prior relationship between job sharers for

compatibility; 2) determine the best method of handling responsibilities and
splitting the curriculum; 3) discuss relative advantages and disadvantages to job
sharing ; 4) obtain partner agreement upon a consistent philosophy; and 5)
structure an adequate communication system between job sharers. Job sharers
provided a largely positive assessment of their scheduling arrangements.
Administrators were generally pleased with the results of job sharing, citing such
advantages as

retaining older teachers,

and coupling individuals with

complementary skills. The majority of parents who responded to an informal
survey believed that their children benefited ·from the program. (p. 127)
Moorman (1980) reports on another study carried out by New Ways to Work
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during the 1979-80 school year. The purpose was to gain a clear understanding of job
sharing as it was being practiced among the 417 school districts in California at that
time.

Information was gathered through the use of written instruments, telephone

interviews, on-site visits, and attendance at conferences of school officials. The random
telephone survey of every tenth school district showed that 27.6% of the school districts
had experience with job sharing.

Questionnaires received from 43 school districts

provided a history of job sharing in California. It began on the San Francisco peninsula
and spread to other parts of the state from there. The first experiences reported with job
sharing in California were two districts that allowed it in 1970. Other districts initiated
the arrangement during the 70's.
Summarizing the overall results of this study, Garman (1980) states,
In surveying administrators, this study found that of 43 respondents, all who were
asked to cite advantages and disadvantages of job sharing agreed that the quality
of education had not diminished as a result of this alternative approach to
employment. Almost a third of the administrators believed that job sharing had
improved education for their students.

This improvement was attributed to:

teachers being able to teach their strong subjects; ideas and methods being shared;
and teachers having more energy than regular full-time teachers. Improved morale
was also reported. Administrators said they noticed a very high morale among job
sharers and that their attitudes helped improve the morale of the entire school.
(p. 2-3)
The Kalamazoo School District in Michigan evaluated their job sharing program
in the spring of 1982 (Lantz, 1983). The program began in 1979 as a result of a teacher
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request and was later used to minimize necessary layoffs. Eight teams and nine parttime job sharers composed the group of 25 teachers involved. Principals and parents were
also questioned.

It was discovered that this district actually saved money by

implementing job sharing and reported, "We judge from the surveys that the job sharing
experience has been positive for most of those involved" (p. 25). The report ends with
this statement, "In summary, the job sharing program appears to be well received by
principals, teachers, and parents" (p. 25).
In 1978, the Hawaii State Legislature undertook a three year pilot program

designed to test the feasibility of job sharing for teachers (Tanimura, 1981). This project
paired a tenured teacher who opted for reduced working hours with a new hire in an effort
to accommodate the large number of unemployed teachers seeking jobs. In 1981, the
)

program was evaluated and a report was submitted to the legislature. The 217 teachers
involved, along with other employees affected by the program, were asked about its
effectiveness. A survey was also given to a random sample of parents of elementary
school aged children whose teachers participated in the program. The data collected
supported continuation of the program. In summary, the report states,
Job sharing has been found to be a feasible and desired employment option for
teachers. It increases the number and quality of the types of available teaching
positions for unemployed teachers. In creating a more stimulating environment
for tenured teachers in their professional capacities, it also enables them to
experience an increase in job satisfaction, work productivity, and quality of work.
Moreover, job sharing appears to have a positive effect on the quality of education.
(p. 36)
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Most recently, in 1982 Oklahoma State University published a report on job
sharing in 2 local universities and the Wichita Public School System in Wichita, Kansas
(Hirschlein & Braun, 1982). Although it was not within the scope of this paper to deal
with job sharing on the university level, the report, unfortunately, does not separate its
findings.

All 25 job sharers identified were surveyed along with 25 randomly selected

full-time employees with corresponding job descriptions. The purpose of the study was
to compare the two groups' perceptions regarding three aspects of work and family life.
"Findings reveal a significant difference between job sharers and full-time employees
concerning perceived time flexibility and job satisfaction.

No significant difference

between the two groups is found concerning facilitation of employment and family
responsibilities" (p. 130). Job sharers reported higher levels of time flexibility and job

)

satisfaction than did full-time employees.
Although job sharing in the United States is considered to be fairly new, the
growing number of programs and projects in the public sector reflect not only a
recognition of the need for alternative work patterns but also of the positive
benefits job sharing appears to provide. In addition, the similarity of the results
of all of these programs and projects, including Hawaii's pilot project, appears to
attest to the soundness and viability of job sharing as a feasible alternative
employment option. (Tanimura, 1982, p. 41)
These similarities will be apparent as the significant findings of these studies and
other related articles are discussed.

12
Reasons to Job Share

There are important reasons to job share cited in the literature. First, changes in
our nation's work force challenge traditional employment patterns (Olmsted, 1980). Best
(1981) notes that the labor force participation of women has risen from 32.7 % in 1948
to 50.1 % in 1978. By 1987, this figure had risen to 56% (Bureau of the Census, 1989).
On an increase, too, are the number of dual income families due to the woman's need or
desire to contribute financially to the support of the family (Best, 1981; Hirschlein &
Braun, 1982; Olmsted, 1983). These factors combine to put tremendous time pressures
on people regarding other aspects of their lives (Best, 1981). Yet the increased income
has given some the financial discretion to choose more free time over a full-time income
)

(Best, 1981; Olmsted, 1979). This desire for balance between work and non-work time
in order to pursue broader and less pressured lives was cited often as a reason to reduce
working hours (Hirschlein & Braun, 1982; Moorman, 1980; Olmsted, 1980; Oregon State
Department of Education, 1983; Tanimura, 1981). Olmsted (1983) elaborates on this idea:

Today's workforce consists of individuals who are better educated and have more
diverse backgrounds than a generation ago, and whose attitudes and expectations
about work are very different. They have more allegiance to their careers than to
any particular firm; they feel entitled to make decisions about where and how they
are going to work; and they want sufficient non-work time to live a 'full' life.
Increasingly, time is viewed as a scarce resource, a valued commodity, and
workers want some choice in how and when to spend it. (p. 479)

/
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An increase in discretionary time is desired by today's workers for a wide range
of purposes. The one most frequently mentioned in the literature is time to devote to
family responsibilities, especially caring for small children (Davidson & Kline, 1977;
Duttweiler, 1982; Hirschlein & Braun, 1982; Kaye & Williamson, 1986; Lantz, 1983;
McGuire, 1984; Moorman, 1980; Olmsted, 1983; Oregon State Department of Education,
1983; Porter, 1966; Tanimura, 1981). Olmsted (1983) adds, "Three national polls since
1977 have indicated that work time flexibility and opportunities for reduced work time
are issues of primary importance to parents who work outside the home" (p. 490). "In
1980 a Gallup Poll conducted in conjunction with the White House Conference on
Families showed that 54 per cent of the 1,600 respondents considered flexible working
hours including negotiable leaves and job sharing, as the most helpful means of enabling
)

families to cope with the conflicting demands of work and family" (p. 492). Olmsted
(1983) also discusses a report published by Better Homes and Gardens which was
published in 1982. It revealed that of the 32,500 readers surveyed, 66 per cent wanted
job sharing.
More time is needed to pursue educational goals, such as taking courses for
professional development and working towards graduate degrees (Davidson & Kline,
1977; Kaye & Williamson, 1986; McGuire, 1984; Porter, 1966; Tanimura, 1981). Other
reasons to reduce working hours include time to pursue an avocation (Kaye &
Williamson, 1977), time to explore other job options (Moorman, 1980; Tanimura, 1981),
time to maintain another profession (Kaye & Williamson, 1977), and time for personal
needs and other interests (Moorman, 1980; Tanimura, 1981).
Teaching, in particular, is a very demanding profession and reduced work time
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options can help to maintain the physical and/or mental health of employees (Lantz, 1983;
Moorman, 1980; Olmsted, 1979; Tanimura, 1981). Job sharing provides an option for
those who cannot deal with the rigors of full-time work (Davidson & Kline, 1977;
McGuire, 1984). It can be seen as a way to avoid burnout or to help heal it (Kaye &
Williamson, 1986; Moorman, 1980; Olmsted, 1979, 1980).
Easing into retirement is another reason to choose an alternative work option such
as job sharing (Best, 1981; Dapper & Murphy, 1968; Duttweiler, 1982; Kaye &
Williamson, 1986; Olmsted, 1980; Porter, 1966).
Finally, when faced with an overcrowded job market, alternative employment
options can provide employment for those who might not otherwise be able to break into
the profession (Moorman, 1980; Olmsted, 1979; Tanimura, 1981).

Advantages of Job Sharing

Regardless of the personal reasons teachers choose to share positions, the literature
supports the fact that they perceive many advantages in the classroom of doing so.
Teachers enjoyed an increase in job satisfaction for a number of reasons. A reduction in
fatigue and overall stress level was reported often (Duttweiler, 1982; Hirschlein & Braun,
1982; McGuire, 1984; Moorman, 1980; Oregon State Department of Education, 1983;
Tanimura, 1981). Also cited frequently were reports of improved attitudes, including an
increase in enthusiasm and general morale (Duttweiler, 1982; Hirschlein & Braun, 1982;
McGuire, 1984; Moorman, 1980; Olmsted, 1980; Oregon State Department of Education,
1983; Tanimura, 1981). The reported increased energy levels may be the reason that
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some teachers claim to be more efficient and productive when engaged in job sharing
(Dapper & Murphy, 1968; Duttweiler, 1982; Oregon State Department of Education,
1983). These positive feelings could stem in part from the job sharers' perceptions that
they are doing a better job due to having more time for lesson preparation (Connecticut
University, 1970; Tanimura, 1981). Job sharing also allows individuals to concentrate on
their unique teaching strengths and favorite subjects (Connecticut University, 1970).
Another significant advantage to job sharing for teachers is the opportunity it provides
to learn from and stimulate one another. In sharing ideas, methods, and strategies, teaching
becomes a joint experience rather than an isolated one (Connecticut University, 1970;
Duttweiler, 1982; Lantz, 1983; Moorman, 1980; Olmsted, 1980; Oregon State Department
of Education, 1983; Tanimura, 1981). This sharing and interaction can also result in
increases in teachers' creativity and innovation (Caplan & Caplan, 1981; Moorman, 1980;
Olmsted, 1980).

Parent conferencing is enhanced by this dual effort on the part of

teachers. Porter (1966) states, "Having two evaluations of each child is an advantage.
Parents seem to be less sensitive to a critical opinion about their child when it is based
on two observations" (p. 2).
Aside from the benefits on the job, teachers also enjoy the obvious advantage of
continued employment with the district with prorated salary and fringe benefits (Oregon
State Department of Education, 1983). In doing so, these people also develop a sense
of professional accomplishment and the ability to 'utilize professional training (Groner &
Brall, 1970; Hirschlein & Braun, 1982).
In addition to the benefits to teachers, the literature supports the contention that

job sharing presents numerous and significant advantages for the school systems and
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administrators involved.

Getting increased service from job sharing teachers was

mentioned as one advantage. Reports indicated that employers felt they got more than
two half-time teachers for the price of one full-time teacher (Connecticut University,
1970; Davidson & Kline, 1977; Davidson & Kline, 1979; Moorman, 1980; Porter, 1966;
Tanimura, 1981). According to Moorman (1980), "The research on teaching partnerships
indicates near-unanimous agreement that job sharers spend closer to 3/4 time than 1/2
time working on school-related activities" (p. 69).

Increased productivity is often

mentioned as a result of job sharing (Caplan & Caplan, 1981; Davidson & Kline, 1979;
Hirschlein & Braun, 1982; Moorman, 1980; Olmsted, 1979, 1980; Oregon State
Department of Education, 1983).
The ability to retain valued, experienced teachers who are known to the system is
another major advantage (Connecticut University, 1970; Davidson & Kline, 1977;
Davidson & Kline, 1979; Duttweiler, 1982; Moorman, 1980; Olmsted, 1980). Davidson
and Kline (1977) state, "Experienced, proficient teachers are the key to successful
education.

But many schools lose some of their most effective faculty members by

forcing teachers with small children to choose between family and profession" (p. 35).
Job sharers appear to be highly motivated and demonstrate higher morale, bringing more
energy and enthusiasm to the school (Caplan & Caplan, 1981; Davidson & Kline, 1979;
Hirschlein & Braun, 1982; Moorman, 1980; Olmsted, 1980; Porter, 1966; Tanimura,
1981).
Financial savings may be experienced by the school district (Lantz, 1983;
Moorman, 1980). Job sharing in practice can result in reduced absenteeism which means
a reduction in employee use of sick leave benefits (Dapper & Murphy, 1968; Davidson
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& Kline, 1979; Hirschlein & Braun, 1982; Olmsted, 1979, 1980; Oregon State Department

of Education, 1983; Porter, 1966). This reduction in absenteeism may be a direct result
of job sharers choosing to substitute for one another when possible, thereby reducing the
need to hire substitute teachers (Dapper & Murphy, 1968; Caplan & Caplan, 1981;
Duttweiler, 1982; Moorman, 1980; Moorman et al., 1980; Olmsted, 1983; Porter, 1966;
Tanimura, 1981). This arrangement not only provides the district with readily available
substitutes (Olmsted, 1983; Oregon State Department of Education, 1983; Tanimura,
1981), but also leads to improved continuity in instruction (Duttweiler, 1982; Moorman,
1980; Moorman et al., 1980; Porter, 1966). In the event that one of the two teachers
leaves during the school year, the teaching program remains more stable (Olmsted, 1980;
Porter, 1966).

According to Olmsted (1983), "Continuity of productivity is greatly

enhanced if sharers substitute for each other when one is ill or has an accident or needs
time for personal errands. If one partner leaves the position, the other is often able to
provide coverage until a new sharer is hired" (pp. 482-3).
A district may also save money for teacher salaries. Moorman (1980) points out
that teachers who choose to job share are frequently at the high end of the salary schedule.
Teachers at the lower end could be hired to fill the remaining half position, resulting in
a cost savings to the district. This was the case in Hawaii, where tenured teachers were
paired with new hires. Tanimura (1981) reported that the combined salaries of the job
sharing team were considerably less than the full-time salaries of the tenured teachers.
Lower turnover rates are yet another advantage of job sharing (Davidson & Kline,
1979; Duttweiler, 1982; Olmsted, 1979, 1980; Oregon State Department of Education,
1983).
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Hiring practices are enhanced by a job sharing program.

Most importantly,

offering this employment option enlarges the pool of potential employees, increasing the
talents and interests available to the schools (Duttweiler, 1982; Groner & Brall, 1970;
Olmsted, 1979, 1980; Porter, 1966). The flexibility in hiring is an asset. Employers can
use job sharing as an affirmative action tool (Caplan & Caplan, 1981; Duttweiler, 1982;
Olmsted, 1979; Oregon State Department of Education, 1983; Moorman, 1980). Job
sharing can provide short term employment to potential full-time employees (Caplan &
Caplan, 1981; Moorman, 1980).

An employer gains an opportunity to assess an

employee's contribution before making a full-time commitment to the individual, an
advantage not normally available when hiring (Olmsted, 1979). By creating positions for
inexperienced applicants, job sharing can allow for the infusion of younger teachers with
fresh energy and new approaches (Davidson & Kline, 1979; Moorman, 1980). Frequently
pointed out in the literature is the fact that job sharing can provide employers with the
flexibility to hire teams of teachers whose skills complement each other (Connecticut
University, 1970; Duttweiler, 1982; Olmsted, 1980, 1983; Oregon State Department of
Education, 1983; Porter, 1966; Tanimura, 1981). As Duttweiler (1982) points out, "The
employer is in a position to hire individuals with complementary skills thus allowing the
combination to be greater than its component parts" (p. 7).
When a reduction in force is needed, job sharing can be used to minimize the need
for layoffs (Best, 1981; Caplan & Caplan, 1981; Davidson & Kline, 1979; Lantz, 1983;
Moorman, 1980; Olmsted, 1979, 1983; Oregon State Department of Education, 1983;
Tanimura, 1981). Conversely, when faced with teacher shortages, job sharing can be an
effective recruitment tool to attract competent people by offering employment schedules
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which meet their needs (Davidson & Kline, 1979; Groner & Brall, 1970; Olmsted, 1980;
Oregon State Department of Education, 1983). Olmsted (1979) states, "Offering worktime flexibility as a benefit may be one way to attract bright young men and women to
public service" (p. 12). Districts might find that they are in need of teachers in specific
areas such as math or science, or in specialized areas like remedial reading or
librarianship. Job sharing could help to alleviate this problem (Dapper & Murphy, 1968;
Olmsted, 1983).
Tanimura (1981) suggests that job sharing can be used as an alternative to
termination for some employees. Several principals in that study commented that it could
be suggested to employees whom they were counseling as an alternative to taking a leave,
pursuing educational improvement courses, or changing vocations.

)

Rather than job sharers creating problems with scheduling, their use proved to ease
scheduling due to increased flexibility (Dapper & Murphy, 1968; Oregon State
Department of Education, 1983).
Lastly, Dapper and Murphy (1968) suggest, "With their special insight into the
schools as full-fledged professionals and with more time out in the community than fulltime teachers have to spend, the part-timers serve as excellent interpreters of school
matters to their fellow citizens" (p. 23).
Job sharing offers advantages to students also, chiefly in the form of an improved
educational experience. Garman (1988) reviewed the literature searching for information
specifically dealing with the impact of job sharing on student performance and found that
there had been little research conducted with that emphasis.

Anecdotal reports do,

however, support the contention that the impact of job sharing on pupils is favorable.
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Teachers have fewer subjects to prepare for and teach, so more time can be spent on
planning lessons (Connecticut University, 1970;

Moorman, 1980; Tanimura, 1981).

Porter (1966) claimed that the partnership teachers spent just as much time planning for
half as many subjects as full-timers did for the entire day.
Under job sharing, teachers have the opportunity to specialize and teach those
subjects they most enjoy and are most skilled in presenting, resulting in a stronger
curriculum (Caplan & Caplan, 1981; Connecticut University, 1970; Dapper & Murphy,
1968; Moorman, 1980). According to Caplan and Caplan (1981), "Experience shows that
the special interests of each teacher enable children to learn subjects in greater depth and
that children enjoy the change of personality" (p. 33). The combined talents of two
teachers are greater than those of one. The educational experience is further enriched

)

by the students' exposure to a wide variety of approaches to learning (Connecticut
University, 1970; Lantz, 1983; Moorman, 1980; Tanimura, 1981). Job sharers can provide
more games and activities to enhance the learning of difficult concepts (Moorman, 1980;
Tanimura, 1981). These factors may contribute to the increased student interest in school
and improved attitudes reported in the literature (Connecticut University, 1970; Tanimura,
1981). Some even reported that students felt more challenged in job sharing classrooms
(Connecticut University, 1970; Tanimura, 1981).
Teaching can be more individualized in job sharing classrooms, with children
receiving the additional help they may need to succeed (Connecticut University, 1970;
Moorman, 1980; Porter, 1966; Tanimura, 1981). Teachers work together to diagnose
strengths and weaknesses of individual students and decide on techniques and strategies
to help them (Moorman, 1980; Tanimura, 1981). An increase in students' self confidence
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may be another positive byproduct of job sharing (Connecticut University, 1970).
Students in job sharing classrooms get two teachers with more energy and
enthusiasm for teaching (Dapper & Murphy, 1968; Kaye & Williamson, 1986; Moorman,
1980; Tanimura, 1981).

This helps alleviate the fatigue children experience in the

afternoon (Dapper & Murphy, 1968; Moorman, 1980; Porter, 1966).
Having two teachers means that the students interact with two unique personalities.
This situation not only provides diversity for children, but can also be beneficial in the
event of a "personality conflict" with one of the teachers (Connecticut University, 1970;
bavidson & Kline, 1979; Lantz, 1983; Moorman, 1980; Porter, 1966; Tanimura, 1981).
The primary advantage job sharing offers to parents is the fact that they receive
two perspectives on their child's performance (Dapper & Murphy, 1968; Porter, 1966).
Teachers may also find that they have the time to communicate more frequently with the
parents through additional conferences and/or weekly reports (Tanimura, 1981).

Disadvantages of Job Sharing

Job sharing does present some potential problems for those involved. For the job
sharers themselves, a significant disadvantage is the possibility of being paired with a
teacher with whom they are incompatible. One teacher may disagree with the other on
uniform rules and regulations and ways to handle discipline or there may be a personality
clash (Connecticut University, 1970). Partners must be willing to put in extra time to
facilitate communication with each other and to do joint planning (Connecticut University,
1970; Moorman, 1980). Job sharers will have to get by on a diminished salary and a
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possible reduction in fringe benefits (Oregon State Department of Education, 1970).
Career advancement opportunities may be lessened or delayed due to a teacher's
participation (Hirschlein & Braun, 1982; Oregon State Department of Education, 1983).
Returning to full-time employment can be difficult if reversibility is not guaranteed in the
district's collective bargaining agreement (Moorman, 1980).
Resentment by full-time colleagues might be encountered (Moorman, 1980).
Regarding this issue, Porter (1966) states, "Partnership and part-time teachers should go
out of their way to get acquainted with other teachers. Good communication with the
other teachers in th~ school is particularly necessary if there are any resentments or
misconceptions building up about the part-time schedule" (p. 4). Kaye and Williamson
(1986) suggest that one way to avoid any resentment is for the job sharers to do a little
extra, beginning at the start of the school year. Two of the studies discussed earlier
(Dapper & Murphy, 1968; Porter, 1966) stated openly that resentment had not been a
problem in their experiences.

Olmsted (1979) found that, "In general, full-time

employees have supported their job sharing co-workers, and cooperated with them fully"
(p. 68). Teachers working only part-time may have difficulty feeling as though they are
an integral part of the staff (Connecticut University, 1970; Moorman, 1980; Olmsted,
1979). They may not see enough of the other teachers and may feel a lack of continuity
with them (Connecticut University, 1970; Hirschlein & Braun, 1982).
Two teachers sharing one position must .guard against being assigned more
nonteaching responsibilities than would be required of one full-time teacher (Oregon
State Department of Education, 1983; Porter, 1966; Tanimura, 1981).

In a related

problem, job sharers themselves may find it difficult to restrict their own working hours,
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putting in considerably more time than required and being overly devoted to their work
(Hirschlein & Braun, 1982; Oregon State Department of Education, 1983). Teaching
teams must also either choose to attend meetings on their off time or rely on one another
for information (Connecticut University, 1970; Oregon State Department of Education,
1983). One source suggested that job sharers may be compared to one another by other
teachers, parents, and students (Connecticut University, 1970). And finally, lack of space
in which to keep materials might be a problem for some (Connecticut University, 1970).
Many job sharing programs are opposed initially by principals who anticipate
,

problems which never arise or can be easily dealt with in practice. These attitudes tend
to disappear once these principals actually have the experience of working with job
sharing teachers (Dapper & Murphy, 1968; Moorman, 1980; Olmsted, 1983; Tanimura,
1981). Among these prejudices is the fear of negative parental reactions (Dapper &
Murphy, 1968; Moorman, 1980; Tanimura, 1981). The literature supports the fact that
parental reactions have been generally favorable to job sharing by teachers (Connecticut
University, 1970; Porter, 1966).

In response to this criticism, Kaye and Williamson

(1986) state, "Most parents, however, once they understand that their child's education will
not be compromised by a job-sharing schedule, are supportive of the idea" (p. 51).
Another fear is that the students will be affected negatively by a job sharing program.
This too appears to be unfounded in practice (Dapper & Murphy, 1968; Tanimura, 1981).
Some principals fear that professionalism may be compromised. Investigation into the
matter indicates that job sharers are no less professional in their approaches to their work
and that they measure up to all the usual professional criteria (Dapper & Murphy, 1968;
Tanimura, 1981). Another potential problem may be that of determining accountability,
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i.e. which person is responsible for which tasks (Duttweiler, 1982; Olmsted, 1980; Oregon
State Department of Education, 1983; Tanimura, 1981). Tanimura (1981) reported that
this issue was not a problem in practice. Addressing this issue, Olmsted (1980) states,
"Job sharers and other permanent part-timers are often particularly responsible because
their morale and commitment to the organization have been enhanced by the opportunity
to work hours that are better suited to their individual needs" (p. 7).
Several areas are mentioned in which job sharing appears to present more
substantial complications.

First, administrators may experience more difficulty in

communicating with the entire staff and scheduling faculty meetings when everyone can
attend (Duttweiler, 1982; Porter, 1966). On this subject, Dapper and Murphy (1968)
report, "Of the problems that schools commonly anticipate in employing part-timers, only
those subsumed under 'communication' proved at all substantial. And even here, most
administrators found they could surmount the difficulty by a little deft juggling of faculty
and departmental meetings" (p. 6). Porter (1966) explains that teachers who shared one
position were successful in representing one another at faculty meetings.

She also

concludes, "Partnership Teachers do not create significant administrative burdens. In
general, the principals felt that the administrative complications are minor and become
routine once a principal has become accustomed to the partnership arrangement" (p. 2).
Another significant disadvantage lies in the fact that principals in buildings with
job sharers will have added supervisory tasks, mostly in the increase in the number of
evaluations to be performed yearly (Caplan & Caplan, 1981; Duttweiler, 1982; Moorman,
1980; Olmsted, 1979, 1983; Oregon State Department of Education, 1983; Porter, 1966).
Caplan and Caplan (1981) point out, "Job sharers rarely are novice teachers. They usually
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are experienced teachers who have been retained by the school system and given the
opportunity to share a job because they are good. This means that evaluation, which
usually is up to the principal, is not a weighty problem: Principals look at the job sharer's
performance as if it were one job, so it doesn't add significantly to the administrator's
work" (p. 34). Moorman (1980) suggests that this added supervisory burden would be
lessened if job sharers were required to submit a carefully prepared proposal outlining
how they plan to share the position. She also suggests that job sharers can help by
monitoring and supervising one another when possible.
Moorman (1980) points out that a frequently heard concern of principals is what
would happen if a job sharing pair turns out to be incompatible or one of the teachers
leaves during the year. The incompatibility issue should not arise if partners are paired

)

carefully.

(See

discussion

under

the

section

entitled

"Recommendations

for

Implementation.") Moorman (1980) adds, "Teachers who job share have a great stake in
its success, so they put a lot of effort into seeing that it works out well" (p. 46).
Regarding the second situation, she suggests that the district would then have several
options including asking the other partner to teach full time, finding a partner for the
remaining teacher, or hiring a substitute to take over the entire position and placing the
remaining sharer elsewhere.
Lastly, more teachers means increased administrative costs for payroll and record
keeping (Duttweiler, 1982; Moorman, 1980; Olmsted, 1979; Olmsted, 1983; Oregon State
Department of Education, 1983). Caplan and Caplan (1981) agree that there will be an
increase in administrative costs but suggest that this cost is offset by the savings incurred
by hiring fewer substitute teachers.
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Job sharing does not appear to present any major disadvantages for students.
Nowhere in the literature was there support for the notion that students would be confused
by having two teachers in the classroom. Kaye and Williamson (1986) add, "Students
usually adapt easily to the comings and goings of a teaching duo, provided important
areas - like classroom structure and discipline - are consistent" (p. 52). Porter (1966)
reported that transition was not a problem, according to the principals. Continuity of
instruction, as discussed earlier, appears to be enhanced rather than diminished in job
sharing situations.
The only disadvantage to teacher colleagues mentioned is that their job sharing
counterparts may not be around when needed for consultation or meetings (Connecticut
University, 1970).

)
Recommendations for Implementation

Whether or not to allow teachers to share jobs, once a local school district
decision, has now been addressed on the state level by legislation passed in 1989. The
Revised Code of the State of Washington now states,
In filling a position, school and educational service districts shall consider

applications from two individuals wishing to share a job. All announcements of
job openings shall contain a statement indicating the district will accept
applications from individuals wishing to share the position. Job sharing shall be
available to certificated staff. (RCW 28A.58.580)

)

Since more job sharing in the schools is likely due to this new legislation, careful
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planning and the development of clearly understood policies and procedures are needed
to ensure a successful experience for all involved.
Administrative considerations include the development of clear policies and
procedures which are understood by all staff members (Oregon State Department of
Education, 1983).

Expectations of both the employer and the employee must be

understood and agreed upon (Olmsted, 1983). The Oregon State Department of Education
(1983) suggests, "It is very important to describe the ways an employee may take a job
sharing position or may be encouraged to do so by administrators, and the possible impact
on permanent status of a certificated employee" (p. 11). (For a model policy developed
by the Washington State School Directors Association, see Appendix A.)
Another administrative consideration is whether or not to limit the number of

)

teachers who may participate during any one school year. School districts in California
which have limited the number of teachers who were allowed to share jobs each year
have found that they were not swamped with requests, as they had feared they might be,
and found it to be so beneficial that they later dropped all restrictions (Moorman et al.,
1980).
Some districts choose to restrict the types of schedules used by job sharing
teachers (such as split day or alternate semesters only) but those in California that have
not done so do not report any problems (Moorman et al., 1980).
Regarding the application process, most districts specify the eligibility of all
certificated personnel or all tenured teachers, the need for a written application by a
certain date (usually in the spring), and the need for a proposal that is mutually agreed
upon by the principal and the teachers involved (Moorman et al., 1980). The following
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set of criteria was developed by Moorman et al. (1980) to be used in writing such a
proposal. Other sources where agreement was found are noted.
1.

Scheduling.
Job sharers must decide whether they will work half days, every other day,
alternate weeks, every nine weeks, half year, etc. (Kaye & Williamson,
1986).

2.

Division of teaching responsibilities.
Olmsted (1980) suggests, "Dividing the work entails identifying the
responsibilities of the job and relating them to the particular skills and
experience of each sharer. Tasks are then allocated on the basis of the best
use of each sharer's talents and energy" (p. 10).

)

3.

Handling of other non-teaching responsibilities.
This includes parent-teacher conferencing, inservice training, Open House
or Curriculum Nights, meetings,

etc. Porter (1966) suggests that both

teachers be present for as many after hours school responsibilities as
possible. She also recommends that they attend special school occasions
and vent~res beyond the class-room together.
4.

Communication between job sharers.
This may be accomplished during an overlap time such as lunch, by
telephone, or during visits if job sharers live near one another (Connecticut
University, 1970; Dapper & Murphy, 1968; Kaye & Williamson, 1986;
Porter, 1966).

5.

Communication with parents.
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This includes how parents will be informed of the job sharing program at
the beginning of the school year. Porter (1966) suggests that an explanation
might be included in any summer letter sent out to parents.

Moorman

(1980) and Porter (1966) recommend that the teachers plan a meeting with
parents to acquaint them with the program and introduce themselves. This
might be done before school starts or the first week of school.
6.

Communication with principal and other staff.

7.

Substituting arrangements.
Teachers would state whether or not they were willing to substitute for one
another by changing work days, eliminating the district's need to hire a
replacement.

)

8.

Plans to orient the students to the arrangement.
An example might be whether or not both teachers plan to be present the
first week of school.

The pairing of potential job sharers appears to be the most significant single factor.
The literature frequently points to the need for compatibility between teaching partners
(Caplan & Caplan, 1981; Davidson & Kline, 1979; Kaye & Williamson, 1986; Moorman,
1980; Moorman et al., 1980; Olmsted, 1983; Porter, 1966; Tanimura, 1981). Because this
pairing is essential to successful job sharing, it is recommended that teachers find or be
involved in the hiring of their own partners (Caplan & Caplan, 1981; Moorman et al.,
1980; Olmsted, 1979, 1983).

In determining compatibility, several factors should be explored. Caplan and
Caplan (1981) suggest that potential partners answer these questions before deciding to
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teach together: "Do we share the same teaching philosophy and education goals? Are our
opinions on discipline similar? Do we have compatible and complementary skills? Are
our personal habits (such as orderly versus disorderly) similar enough to share the same
classroom? Are we both apt to put in the same amount of effort? Do we like each
other?" (p. 34). Coming to a consensus on classroom rules and regulations is important
(Kaye & Williamson, 1986; Porter, 1966). Teachers who job share should have similar
styles of disciplining students as well as the same general expectations of children (Kaye
& Williamson, 1986; Tanimura, 1981). Kaye and Williamson (1986) state, "For a team
to work, respecting each other as equal teachers is paramount" (p. 51).
The support of the site administrator is an important factor (Moorman, 1980;
Moorman et al., 1980; Olmsted, 1983). Tanimura (1981) explains, "As the principals are

)

the individuals most responsible to and knowledgeable about the communities, they should
retain the authority to approve or reject job sharing requests based on their assessment of
the needs of their schools" (p. 46).
The sources reviewed were in disagreement over the need for inservice provided
by the district to prepare those who enter into job sharing assignments. While two reports
contend that briefings from those with experience beforehand and periodic meetings later
would be beneficial to new job sharers (Dapper & Murphy, 1968; Oregon State
Department of Education, 1983), another by Connecticut University (1970) states, "It
would appear that many of the school districts thought that the partner teachers required
no special instruction and allowed the teachers to begin teaching with only the 'usual' preschool meetings attended by all teachers" (p. 12).
Olmsted (1979) feels that "Job sharing and other forms of permanent part-time
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employment will become widespread options only if they are implemented in a costefficient manner" (p. 15). Financial considerations of a job sharing program include
salary, health and statutory benefits, amount of leave time, retirement service credit, and
advancement on the salary schedule. Salary, health and statutory benefits, and the amount
of leave time including sick leave, are usually prorated

(Moorman, 1980; Moorman et

al., 1980; Tanimura, 1981). Olmsted (1980) states, "Prorating benefits whenever possible
is encouraged by many advocates of job sharing" (p. 6). This is done so increased cost
will not be incurred by the district.

Some districts do provide full benefits for teachers

working 50% or more, and full benefits are sometimes offered when a district is faced
with layoffs or is recruiting new teachers (Moorman et al., 1980). In California, payments
to retirement are made as a percentage of salary, so a teacher working half time receives

)

a half year's service credit towards retirement (Moorman et al., 1980). Tanimura (1981)
reports on the way job sharing affects retirement in Hawaii: "The people near retirement
are discouraged from job sharing for two main reasons.

First, under job sharing,

retirement service credits are accumulated on a proportionate basis. Thus, a job sharer
who serves a full year earns six months of retirement service credit. In this respect, job
sharing may prolong the number of years until retirement for some individuals. Second,
retirement benefits are based on the highest three years of an individual's earnings.
Consequently, a decrease in the salaries of near retirees, who are at the peak of their
earning power, may also affect the highest three years of earnings on which they would
want to base their retirement benefits" (p. 49). One of these problems has been addressed
and corrected in California.

Moorman (1980) explains, "In 1974, the California

Legislature passed Assembly Bill 3339, amending the state Education Code. The law
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provides that a school district and an eligible teacher working half time may contribute
to the State Teachers' Retirement System as if the teacher were working full time. The
teacher, therefore, receives full service credit." The teacher must be at least 55 years old
and have 10 years of full-time employment, including the five consecutive years just prior
to the reduction in workload.
Salary advancement policies differ. Some grant a full step increment on the salary
schedule for anyone working 50% or more, while others give one step after working two
years to teachers working half time (Moorman et al., 1980). The district this report
describes grants one half step increments annually to job sharers.
Consideration must also be made for job sharing's impact on the teacher's
collective bargaining unit. Historically, union representatives have been leery of such

)

programs. Olmsted (1983) explains, "Because of past experience with the exploitation of
part-time workers and with mandatory 'share the work' policies during the Depression of
the 1930s, many unions are deeply suspicious of the conditions surrounding any form of
reduced work schedule" (p. 488). There is the fear that union authority may become
diffuse and that the proliferation of part-time positions may deny some the opportunity
to work full-time (Oregon State Department of Education, 1983).

To prevent the

weakening of the bargaining unit and retain bargaining power, job sharers are encouraged
to join · their local professional organizations

(Porter, 1966).

To encourage this

participation, professional organizations should accept part-time teachers on a part-fee
basis (Connecticut University, 1970).
There are indications that union resistance has diminished in recent years

)

(Moorman, 1980; Olmsted, 1979; Oregon State Department of Education, 1983). This
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change in attitude has come about in part by the union's recognition that its members need
and want employment options (Olmsted, 1979). In some districts, job sharing is now
being addressed by the collective bargaining process (Caplan & Caplan, 1981; Moorman,
1980). Unions recommend that contracts contain provisions stating that part-time work
be voluntary, and that base salary scales and fringe benefits for part-time workers be
preserved (Olmsted, 1980; Oregon State Department of Education, 1983). A statement
dealing with reversibility, or the conditions under which a job sharer can return to fulltime employment, should be included (Olmsted, 1979). This provision usually states that
part-time teachers will be placed in suitable full-time positions whenever possible and
that they will be given these positions if they are qualified before new teachers are hired
(Moorman, 1980; Moorman et al., 1980). Lantz (1983) points out that a guaranteed return
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to full-time work is an important security matter for teachers who choose to job share to
help the district minimize layoffs. The issue of seniority should be addressed. Moorman
(1980) reports that most job sharers receive one full year of credit toward seniority for
each year taught, but some districts prorate seniority (for sample contract language, see
Appendix B).
In summarizing the aspects of job sharing that must be addressed to insure
successful implementation, Olmsted (1980) lists these:
For a job to be successfully shared, it must:
Be voluntary
Be on parity with full-time positions (benefits, salary, job rights)
Have the support of supervisor
Have clearly understood expectations on both sides
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Be well organized, have good communication skills and be cooperative. (p.
10)
In conclusion, the literature supports the implementation and continuation of job

sharing programs for teachers. Although there are a few minor drawbacks, the advantages
are overwhelming. Davidson and Kline (1979) comment, "The divided job appears to
multiply advantages for all involved. Moreover, the public school, as much as or more
than any other sphere of employment, is particularly adaptable to this new way to work"
(p. 228). Moorman (1980) summarizes, "Initial skepticism about job sharing has now
given way to increased acceptance of its use and enthusiasm for its benefits. Teachers
value the freedom it grants, administrators the problem-solving it provides. Students
welcome the change in their classroom routine, and parents boast of their children's

}

improved education and attitude toward school. Job sharing is indeed a phenomenon that
is here to stay" (p. 59).

CHAPTER THREE
PROCEDURES OF THE STUDY

The information presented in this project study is intended to be descriptive in
nature. The purpose was to define the practice of job sharing in elementary education,
provide historical background information through an extensive review of the literature,
and illustrate its affects on one school district by assessing the perceptions of the diverse
groups most closely involved with it.
The data for this project study were collected through the use of structured
interviews. The elementary principals and a random sample of students currently placed
in job sharing classrooms in the North Kitsap School District were interviewed in person
by the author. At the time of this study, the district had four elementary schools, one
middle school, and one high school, with a total student population of about 5200 and a
certified staff of 269.

The teachers who shared jobs during the 1989-90 school year, a

random sample of full-time teacher colleagues, a random sample of parents of children
currently placed in job sharing classrooms, and district personnel directors, were all
interviewed by the author over the telephone.
The principals from each of the four elementary schools were included. So, too,
were all_of the teachers who were job sharing during the 1989-90 school year, a total of
18. Each building had at least one job sharing classroom, with as many as four in
another. The students involved were in grades 1, 2, 3, and 4. Random selection was
accomplished through the use of a computer generated list of random numbers. After the
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job sharing teachers were identified, each was interviewed. Following the interview, the
teachers were given two random numbers, and asked to provide the names of the two
corresponding students, taken from their class lists. The parents of these two children
were then contacted by telephone and asked several questions about how job sharing had
affected them and their children.

Following this interview, verbal permission was

obtained to speak to their children. A written thank you was sent to these parents
following the interview with the child. Full-time teacher colleagues were chosen through
the use of the same computer generated list of random numbers. A list of teacher names
was obtained through the district personnel office, and three random numbers were used.
The teachers who corresponded to these numbers on the list of teachers in each building
were then interviewed. At least one teacher from all the grade levels, Kindergarten
through Grade 5, were respresented in this sample of 12 full-time teachers. Both the
current personnel director and one recently retired were contacted for their input. In all,
73 interviews were conducted.
In presenting the results of the study, the author has included the questions asked

of each group; tabulating and summarizing their responses and comments. The majority
of the questions asked were borrowed from those use? in previous research. When this
was the case, the source for the question is cited directly following the question in
Chapter ·Four. The remaining questions were written by the author and used to gain a
more complete understanding of the perceptions of the various groups interviewed.

CHAPTER FOUR
RESULTS OF THE STUDY

This chapter contains the results of structured interviews with the four
elementary school principals, the 18 teachers who were sharing jobs during the 198990 school year, a random sample of three full-time teacher colleagues per school, and
two parents and two students chosen at random from each job sharing classroom in the
district.
In addition, a summary of the results of more informal interviews conducted

with business and personnel office employees is included.

The president of North

Kitsap's Education Association was also given an opportunity to comment on the
effects of job sharing on that organization.
In all, over 70 people were interviewed.

The information gathered in this

process represents the general perceptions of the affected populations in the North
Kitsap School District. It should be noted that none of the job sharing teachers were
using the alternate semester or alternate week schedules during the 1989-90 school
year. These results, then, represent the perceptions of those affected by the practice of
job sharing using the split day or split week schedules, or a combination of both.
Finally, _since this district is not substantially different from those in surrounding
communities, the conclusions can be generalized and applied to neighboring districts.
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INTERVIEW QUESTIONS
JOB SHARERS

1.

How many years of teaching experience do you have? -11(Connecticut University, 1970; Dapper & Murphy, 1968; Tanimura, 1981)

Comments: Eleven years was the average for the 18 respondents. The range
was from as low as one year to as much as 26 years of teaching experience.

2.

What is your current level of preparation?
(Connecticut University, 1970; Dapper & Murphy, 1968; Hirschlein & Braun,
1982)

BA - 14--

3.

MA

3

Doctorate _ 1_

What is your current marital status?
(Connecticut University, 1970; Dapper & Murphy, 1968; Hirschlein & Braun,
1982)
Single _ _ __
Married __17__
Divorced - - - Separated _1 __
Widowed - - - -

Have you ever been married? _ _ __
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4.

How many children do you have? .
(Connecticut University, 1970; Dapper & Murphy, 1968; Hirschlein & Braun,
1982)

One -2Two -9Three _ 5_
Four _ 1_
Five -1More than five

5.

How old are you? _43 years_
(Dapper & Murphy, 1968; Hirschlein & Braun, 1982; Tanimura, 1981)

Comments: The average age for the 18 respondents was 43 years old. The
range was from 26 years to 60 years old.

6.

What is your sex?
(Tanimura, 1981)

Female_16_

Male -2-

40

7.

What grade do you teach? (Tanimura, 1981)
Kindergarten _ _ __
Grade One _ _ 4_ _
Grade Two _ _6_ _
Grade Three - 4- Grade Four - -4- -Grade Five - - - - Other - - - - - - -

8.

Why did you choose to job share this year?
(Two teachers offered multiple responses to this question.)

)
To care for my children ___11_ __
To further my education ___1_ __
Mental health reasons
Physical health reasons ___1_ __
To pursue an avocation _ _ _ _ __

To maintain another job ___2_ __
To pursue other interests, hobbies, or travel __2__
To ease into retirement _ _1_ _
To have the opportunity to teach _ _1_ _
Other _l_(To get back into the profession after absence to raise family)
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9.

What type of job sharing schedule do you use? (Tanimura, 1981)

Split days - -----'2_ _
Split week _ _6_ _
Combination of split day and split week _ _10_ _
Alternate week - -- - - Alternate semester - - -- - Comments: Some teachers using a split week schedule worked two and one
half days each week, while others worked two days one week and three days
the next week. All of the teachers who chose a combination of split day and
split week schedules taught one full day and 3 half days every week.

10.

How were you paired with your partner?

Found each other -8Placement by principal _4_
Hired for position with partner input _6'_

11.

Do you feel that you put in the amount of time and effort that should be
expected of a half-time teacher? (Connecticut University, 1970; Moorman,
1980; Porter, 1966)

Yes - 16-

No _2_
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Comments:

The phrasing of this question caused some ambiguous answers.

Even those answering "no" agreed that they work at least as much as they
should and probably more. Fifteen of the respondents claim to work more than
half time hours, with 2 commenting that they work close to full-time hours.

12.

Do you feel that job sharing affects the quality of education for your students?
If yes, in what way(s)? (Tanimura, 1981)

Yes _

18_

Comments:

)

No

0

There was unanimous agreement among the teachers who job

share regarding this issue.

They all felt that the affects on the quality of

education were strictly positive.

Among these benefits teachers repeatedly

cited the opportunity children have to interact with two adults with individual
teaching styles and more energy. Also mentioned were improved instruction
and an enriched curriculum due to teachers having more time to devote to their
strong subjects, interests, and special units and projects.

13.

How do you feel that your job sharing arrangement is viewed by your full-time
colleagues? (Connecticut University, 1970~ Tanimura, 1981)

Comments:

Those who job share report no negative comments from

colleagues, with the only exception being some possible envy from those who
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would prefer shorter wo.rking hours but not the reduced pay. Some concern
was expressed that full-time teachers may have problems in communicating
with them due to their varying schedules.

By your building principal?

Comments:

(Tanimura, 1981)

Over half of the job sharers report feeling support from their

building principal concerning their employment status.

The remainder

commented that they had not sensed any negative reaction and that their
principal's attitude seemed neutral in general.

}

By your students?

Comments: The most frequently heard comment in response to this question
was, "They enjoy (like) it." Teachers also said that students were accepting of
both teachers, and adjusted easily to the routine.

Some students did relate

better to one partner than the other, but this was viewed as a positive rather
than a negative aspect of job sharing by the teachers involved.

Several

respondents said that the children enjoy the variety two teachers can offer.
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By the parents of your students? (Moorman, 1980)

Comments:

According to job sharing teachers, parents appear to accept or

actively support their work schedules. Seven of the respondents commented
that they had experienced some initial concern from parents near the beginning
of the year, but all agreed that this was not the case once parents had the
benefit of experience and saw how the program worked in practice.

No

negative comments were heard from parents after the first conference in the
fall.

14.

Were you satisfied with the communication level you experienced with your
partner?

(Moorman, 1980)

Yes -14-

Comments:

No __4__

Those that answered "no" expressed concern over the lack of

overlap time to communicate fully on a regular basis. Most of the job sharers,
however, found that they were satisfied with this aspect of their job sharing
arrangement overall.

Adequate communication is accomplished through

frequent dialogue in person, in writing, or over the telephone .

.)

45

15.

Do you feel that you learned from and were stimulated by working closely with
another teacher? If yes, in what ways?

Yes_16_

No

-

(Connecticut University, 1970)

2-

Comments: This aspect of job sharing was responded to with enthusiasm by
those practicing it. It was called the greatest asset the program had to offer,
and was compared to friendship and the experience of having a roommate.
One teacher felt that creativity was enhanced, while another said that the job
became less lonely when one had someone else with whom to discuss concerns
and cooperatively solve problems.

)

The two who responded negatively

explained that they taught separate subjects.

16.

Do you and your partner substitute for each other when either of you are not
able to perform your teaching responsibilities? (Connecticut University, 1970)
If yes, how are you compensated for doing so?

Yes_12_

No -6-

Comments: The most commonly reported method reported involved job sharers
"trading" time with one another.

Some partners do actually work for one

another, being paid regular substitute pay for doing so. Others explained that
they prefer to trade time because it is not cost effective to do otherwise. Even
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the majority of those answering "no" to this question said that they do trade
work time when the need arises, but do not fill in for one another in the event
of illness.

17.

Do you feel more productive as a part-time teacher? (Tanimura, 1981)

Yes -15-

No -

3-

Comments: The majority of job sharers felt that the opportunity to concentrate
on fewer subject areas enhanced their productivity.

A few, however, felt

frustrated with the lack of time to accomplish goals.

18.

Does job sharing reduce the amount of stress you usually experience as a
classroom teacher?

Yes

17

No

1

Comments: There was near unanimous agreement on this aspect of job sharing.
The only one in disagreement explained that her stress level was due to a
somewhat unique situation this year in particular.
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19.

Do you feel more energetic and enthusiastic about your job as a result of job
sharing?

Yes - 17-

No_l_

Comments: Nearly every job sharer agreed that they felt more energetic when
working fewer hours. One felt that her energy level and enthusiasm were about
the same, and another stated that although her energy level increased, her
enthusiasm remained unchanged.

20.

Do you see offering job sharing as one way the district is attempting to meet
the needs of its employees?

Yes - 17-

No _ O_

Undecided _ 1_

Comments: While there was almost unanimous agreement on this issue, two
teachers expressed some concern over the district's attitudes on job sharing.
One felt that it isn't offered enough, and that initiation of the option remains up
to the employees.

Another felt that the district puts up with, rather than

promotes, job sharing for teachers.
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21.

Would you choose to share a job again in the future?

Yes_16_

Comments:

No

1

(Moorman, 1980)

Undecided -1-

The majority of respondents gave quick, affirmative answers to

this question. A few, however, qualified their answer by adding that while they
would choose this option again, it would depend upon compatibility with a
partner. Only one teacher interviewed said she would not choose to job share
again, explaining that she prefers her own classroom, schedule, and routines.
One teacher said, "It's the best way to teach, if you can afford it."

)

22.

Please specify any problems you encountered as the apparent result of job
sharing this year.

(Moorman, 1980)

Comments: Problems related to communication, both at the building level and
between teaching partners, were mentioned most frequently.

Inadequate time

built into the school day to accomplish joint planning and facilitate discussion
between teachers who job share was mentioned by six people. Seven teachers
reported that missing some meetings resulted in feelings of "not knowing what
is going on" at the building level, and some didn't feel as much a part of the
staff. Other concerns, mentioned by individual respondents, included missing
out on in-service opportunities, seniority issues, lack of time to teach, and
problems with discipline when consequences must be carried over into the
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partner's teaching time.

23.

Please specify any benefits you found in job sharing this year which have not
already been mentioned.

Comments:

(Moorman, 1980)

The increase in time outside the classroom for personal and

professional growth was reported repeatedly.

Working closely with another

teacher enabled job sharers to share ideas, improve problem solving skills, and
stimulate creativity. One teacher said that parent-teacher conferencing was
greatly enhanced when the teachers did so together. Another remarked that job
sharing allowed her to continue to work in other districts, keeping her options
open.

24.

What recommendations would you make to improve the job sharing program?

Comments:

The issue of most concern was the need to provide adequate

common planning time for teachers who share positions. Teachers felt there
was a very real need for regular time together, and felt that in their current
situations this time had to be donated for the most part.

Three other issues

surfaced as important to job sharers. Ret1rement contributions and credit are a
concern. Some job sharers are not receiving any retirement benefits due to the
plan they are on (Plan I vs. Plan II) and/or the type of job sharing schedule
they have chosen (split day vs. alternate semester), for example.

Equally of
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concern to job sharers was ensuring the flexibility they have enjoyed thus far in
adapting their schedules to meet their needs.

They have appreciated the

freedom to work out schedules which meet both partners needs with a
minimum of involvement from the school administration. The suggestion was
made by three job sharers that some type of get together be set up to help
beginning as well as experienced job sharers deal with the special concerns of
those sharing positions.

25.

How would you rate job sharing as an employment option overall? (Tanimura,
1981)

Excellent - 17Good
Fair -

1
-

Poor - -

26.

Do you have any additional comments or concerns about job sharing you'd like
to share?

Comments: One teacher expressed that she felt one year of job sharing should
be counted as one full year of teaching when calculating district seniority.
Another restated the need to be paired with someone who has a similar
educational philosophy and common expectations of students. Still

another
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teacher said she wouldn't have been teaching at all the last several years if she
had been forced to choose between motherhood and her profession. She feels
grateful to the district for the opportunity to teach less than full-time but adds
that the district is rewarded with teachers who have more energy and less
stress. In addition, the increase in total staff size means more people to work
on school related goals through committee work, etc.

Yet another teacher

voiced agreement in saying that job sharing is a wonderful way to be a good
teacher and a good parent. Finally, one teacher suggested that these types of
employment options should be offered in the future in all fields to meet what
she sees as a societal rather than personal need.
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INTERVIEW QUESTIONS
ELEMENTARY PRINCIPALS

1.

Do you find that job sharers are as professional as full- time teachers in their
attitudes towards students, other teachers, and the school system? (Dapper &
Murphy, 1968)

Yes - 4- -

No_O_

Comments: One principal commented that job sharers were "without question"
as professional as their full-time counterparts. Another added that some job
sharers have taken on additional responsibilities such as writing grants.

One

indicated that 1 in 15 may not be as professional but that this is the same ratio
one might find among full-time teachers.

2.

Have you experienced any change in student discipline problems which you
would attribute to job sharing by teachers in your building? (Moorman, 1980)

Yes

2

No

2

Comments: Two principals felt there was no change or significant correlation
between job sharing and discipline problems.
./

change was positive:

One responded that the only

There were fewer discipline problems among job sharing
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classrooms. The only principal who had experienced a negative change said
that problems may arise when there is a change of teacher half way through the
school year. The same principal added that the better the match between job
sharing partners, the fewer discipline problems arise.

3.

Do half-time teachers put in the amount of time and effort they should to
perform their teaching and other related responsibilities?

Yes -4-

No

0

Comments: All of the principals agreed that job sharers put in an appropriate,
if not more, amount of time and effort. Three of the four said they typically
work much more than 1/2 time, as much as 3/4 time.

4.

Do you feel that offering job sharing positions has contributed to retention of
valued teachers by better meeting their employment needs?

Yes

3

No

0

Undecided

1

Comments: Three principals felt this was definitely the case. One commented
that job sharing allowed for maximum flexibility and the schools were able to
keep good teachers.

Another shared that this was especially true during an

employee's child rearing years. Another said that they would rather have half
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than none of excellent employees. '

5.

Has job sharing affected the absenteeism of participating teachers?

If so, in

what way(s)? (Porter, 1966)

Yes

1

No - 2- -

Undecided -1-

Comments: One principal felt that fewer substitute teachers needed to be hired
in job sharing classrooms. Another said that continuity was enhanced when job
sharers worked for one another. One principal added that job sharers didn't fill
in for each other as much as anticipated.

6.

Do you find that the opportunity job sharers have to teach their strong subjects
and special interests in greater depth affects the educational experience of
students? (Porter, 1966)

Yes -4-

No

0

Comments: . Three of the four principals interviewed felt that these affects were
positive. One explained that two teachers can often produce a better program
for students.

Another commented that job sharers take their strengths into

consideration when planning together.

One principal felt that this benefit is

evident in that two of the job sharers in his building were nominated by parents
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for Teacher of the Year this year. Only .one principal cited a potential negative
affect. He said job sharing can present a problem when attempting to integrate
subjects across the curriculum.

7.

Have you found that teaching partners have been compatible?

(Moorman,

1980)

Yes -4-

Comments:

No - 0- -

One principal shared that compatibility of teaching partners was

the single most significant variable in job sharing. The majority of the teachers
)

in the district find their own partners and one principal explained that job
sharers work hard to ensure compatibility in the process of selection.

8.

As far as student growth is concerned, has job sharing proved satisfactory?
(Connecticut University, 1970)

Yes -4-

No - 0- -

Comments: Two principals felt there was not a strong correlation between job
sharing and student growth. One shared that student growth could be enhanced
by daily interaction with two fresh teachers. Another felt that job sharing may
heighten student interest due to teachers focussing more on specific subjects.
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9.

In your experience, do you feel the strengths of one teacher generally
complemented those of his/her partner? (Connecticut University, 1970)

Yes

4

No

0

Comments: One principal said that the strengths of one teacher complemented
those of his/her partner 75% of the time and that partners keep their strengths
in mind when planning their instructional program.

Another principal

commented that this aspect was kept in mind when hiring for open job sharing
positions.

10.

How would you characterize the general attitudes and morale of those who job
share as compared to full-time teachers?

Comments: Overall, the principals noted an improvement in this area among
teachers who share jobs. They all agreed that morale was at least as good as it
was among full-time teachers, and three of the four said it was better due to
the opportunity to balance personal needs and family responsibilities with
employment.

Two principals stated that job sharers were "happier."

One

principal remarked that job sharers sometimes feel removed from the staff and
may feel isolated.
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11. .

What administrative affects have you experienced as a direct result of
employing job sharers in your school?

Comments:

Problems with communication were cited by three of the

principals. Job sharers aren't present at all staff meetings and sometimes miss
information, or at best get it second hand.

Half of the principals expressed

concern with the increase in staff size caused by job sharing. This results in an
increase in the number of performance evaluations a principal must conduct
each year. In addition, the principal must deal with the administrative needs of
a greater number of employees. One principal stated that parent conferencing
was more difficult because the teachers wished to conference together. Another

)

said that scheduling is occasionally a problem when faced with non-routine
work days such as teacher instructional inservice half days, snow days, grade
level preparation days, etc. Another principal felt that it was important for all
teachers to attend some of the district sponsored inservice opportunities but that
it was not always possible due to the increased cost of doing so.

12.

Have you found ways to manage any problems which did arise through
experience in working with job sharing teams?

Yes - 4--

No

0
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Comments: To facilitate communication, two principals have staggered staff
meeting times (a.m./p.m) and days so all teachers could attend at some time.
One principal tries to minimize the number of meetings. Using a variety of
methods to communicate, including written daily bulletins, was helpful to three
principals. Two principals found that it was useful to plan meetings and events
well ahead of time so any conflicts can be addressed early.

One principal also

staggers special events and student activities to allow more job sharing teachers
the opportunity to be involved.

13.

Please characterize parental reaction to the job sharing program.

Comments: All of the principals agreed that there has been very little negative
parental reaction and three said that the reaction was generally positive. Two
principals stated that they may have had 2 to 3 concerned parents this year and
a third shared that 2 to 3 was the total number in all the years the program has
been offered.

One principal added that parental concern was most often

expressed at the beginning of the school year, and that after conferencing with
the principal and experiencing the program, he has never had a follow-up
concern. One principal stated that job sharing should be presented as a positive
approach to parents and another drew ·an analogy between job sharing and
parenthood, i.e. a job sharing classroom is much like a child being raised by
two caring adults rather than one. Lastly, one principal allows parents to give
input regarding classroom placement of their children and several parents have
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gone out of their way to specifically request a job sharing situation for their
child.

14.

Do students have difficulty adjusting to more than one teacher in the
classroom? (Porter, 1966)

Yes

0

No - 4-

Comments: All of the principals agreed that students do not have difficulty
adjusting to more than one teacher in the classroom, especially when they both
have similar expectations of students and consistent discipline techniques and

}

routines.

15.

Do you feel that students benefit from the opportunity to interact with two
teachers? If so, in what way(s)?

Yes -4-

No _ O_

Comments: Two of the principals felt that the increase in number of contacts
with adults was a positive influence on children.

One principal stated that

today's child flourishes among a group of different personalities and has yet to
see a child who doesn't thrive in a job sharing classroom. One principal was
concerned about the length of time required for teachers and students to build
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a relationship and felt this took longer in job sharing classrooms, especially if
an alternate semester schedule was used.

16.

Do you feel parent-teacher conferencing is affected by having two perspectives
on the same child? If so, in what way(s)? (Porter, 1966)

Yes

3

Comments:

No

1

The three principals who said conferencing was affected by job

sharing explained that the affects were of a positive nature only. One principal
added that a second opinion or observation is always helpful.

Three of the

principals said that their teachers prefer to conference with parents together and
this coordination requires more time. Two principals stated that parents should
hear similar messages from both teachers and one added that the result would
be disastrous if the teachers did not agree on their assessment.

17.

Has job sharing presented an accountability problem for you?

Yes

0

No

4

Comments: None of the principals interviewed said that accountability was a
problem for them in any way.
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18.

Has job sharing offered you flexibility in hiring? (For example, has it ever
allowed you the opportunity to observe a new employee's abilities before hiring
that person on a full-time basis?)

Yes

1

No

3

Comments: One principal did say that job sharing had provided an opportunity
to assess a teacher's skills before offering that employee a full-time position.
Another, however, said that job sharing actually demanded flexibility from the
administration, and another said it restricted hiring because it was difficult to
find quality teachers who were willing to accept half-time positions.

19.

Have you used job sharing as a means to solve staffing or other problems?
(For example, have you encouraged teachers to use it as a means to reduce
stress while maintaining a position?)

Yes -3-

No

1

Comments: Three principals have or plan to use job sharing in situations where
a teacher cannot cope with full-time teaching due to stress or physical
limitations. One principal said that job sharing had rejuvenated some teachers.
Another, however, has not used it in this way and would hesitate to do so
because he feels teachers should initiate this option on their own without
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administrative interference.

This principal would prefer that teachers under

stress take a leave rather than be paired in what might not be a healthy,
compatible partnership.

20.

Would you recommend continuation of the job sharing program in our school
district?

(Moorman, 1980)

Yes _ 4_

No

0

Comments: One principal feels that job sharing should definitely and without
hesitation be offered to teachers. Another said it should be continued, but only
for split day or split week schedules, stating that he feels alternate week or
alternate semester schedules jeopardize continuity.

One of the principals feels

that job sharing opportunities and policies need to be formalized.

21.

Do you have any additional comments or concerns about job sharing that you
would like to share?

One principal noted that job sharers tend to be "fresher" longer into the school
year, and that the option gave them an opportunity to balance their lives and
meet their personal needs. Another said that he gets a good deal of support and
dedication from the job sharers in his building and commented that job sharing
is one of the best bargains for any school district.

Success of a job sharing
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arrangement is dependent upon the compatibility of individual personalities and
professional abilities, one principal noted.

Lastly, one principal said that job

sharers must remain flexible regarding specific scheduling of work time when a
partner must be hired to fill the other half of the position.

)
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INTERVIEW QUESTIONS
FULL-TIME TEACHER COLLEAGUES

1.

Do you feel that teachers who share jobs present any problems for you as a
full-time employee?

Yes -5-

No _ 7_

Comments: Most of the full-time teachers interviewed felt that job sharing did
not present any problems for them.

Of those responding that it did pose

problems, three of the five explained that the problems were "slight" or
"minor."

The most common problem cited involved communication.

Job

sharers sometimes missed meetings and/or planning sessions. It was noted that
full-time teachers sometimes had difficulty conferencing with job sharing
colleagues due to their schedules. Lastly, one teacher said that team teaching is
sometimes difficult with job sharing colleagues because their schedules are
somewhat less flexible.

2.

Do you feel that the students' educational experience is affected by job sharing
by teachers? If so, in what way(s)?

Yes_8_

No -4-
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Comments: All but one of those who th-0ught job sharing did affect students'
educational experience felt that those affects were strictly positive in nature.
Several teachers pointed out that students get the best from both teachers,
including more energy and a wider range of teaching styles, ideas, and interests.
One teacher feels that no matter what the age of the student, it is beneficial for
children to have contact with as many adults as possible. Another commented
that children adjust to routines easily. Two full-time teacher colleagues felt
that job sharers must work together, share a similar teaching philosophy and
student expectations, and be consistent.

3.

Do you feel that job sharers put as much time and effort into their work and
related responsibilities as they should?

Yes _ lO_

Comments:

No _ l _

Undecided-1-

One teacher responded that she could not fairly evaluate this

aspect of the job sharing employment option since she had never experienced it
herself. All of the other respondents, however, including the one who answered
"no," agreed that job sharers put in at least the amount of time and effort as
they should. The majority felt they put in considerably more, pointing out the
extra time that must be made to communicate effectively with one's partner as
one example.

66

4.

Do you feel that the school district should continue to offer job sharing as an
employment option for teachers?

Yes - 12-

Comments:

No

0

Full-time teachers were in complete agreement:

The school

district should continue to offer this option to its teachers.

5.

Do you have any additional comments or concerns about job sharing you'd like
to share?

Comments:

Once again, the need to pair teachers with similar educational

philosophies and expectations of children who can work well together was
expressed by several respondents. Two teachers expressed appreciation for the
flexibility the district has shown in allowing this employment option. One said
that happy teachers means more satisfied kids.

Two other teachers voiced

concern over retirement issues for job sharers. Another comment heard from
two sources spoke to the substantial benefits to everyone of this type of
arrangement. The strengths of a job sharing program outweigh the drawbacks,
if any, one teacher said, while another pointed to the diagnostic functions it
could perform. Finally, one teacher commented that those who share jobs have
put in the effort to make the arrangement work.
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INTERVIEW QUESTIONS
PARENTS

1.

Were you adequately informed about the details of the job sharing arrangement
as it pertained to you and your child? (Moorman, 1980)

Yes - 11-

No

7

Comments: Of those parents answering "no," several said that the Parents or
Curriculum Night, usually held several weeks into the school year, was the first
they were aware of the job sharing arrangement. Others said they didn't know
until they had their first parent-teacher conference in the fall, usually held
sometime in November.

For some, this did not pose a problem, but four

parents felt they would have liked to have known the details of the job sharing
arrangement earlier than they did.

These details included why the teachers

chose this option, what the weekly schedule would be, which subjects each
teacher would be responsible for, etc.

2.

Do you feel that job sharing had any noticeable effect upon the learning
progress of your child? If yes, please explain.

Yes _ 7_

No_ll_
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Comments: While the majority of parents felt that having two teachers had no
noticeable affect one way or the other upon the learning progress of their
children, those responding that it did have an affect felt that affect was a
positive one. Parents commented that they felt their children got the best of
both teachers, one adding that "two heads are better than one." Interestingly,
one parent noted that having two teachers who responded similarly gave
credibility to answers to questions for the child.

No one felt there was any

negative affect.

3.

Different teachers have greater strengths or interests in different areas. Do you
think having the strengths and interests of two teachers has caused your child's
instructional program to be:

(Moorman, 1980)

Better?

0

14

Comments:

Worse?

Unchanged? _4_

Parents responded positively to this question.

They felt that

teaching was improved by an additional perspective and the opportunity to
focus on fewer subjects.

One parent said the potential is certainly present for

increased diversity in a job sharing classroom, while another commented that
teachers could do more grouping of students in these classrooms.

4.

If you were given a similar opportunity to have your child placed in a

classroom with two teachers rather than one again in the future, would you do
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so? (!v!oonnan, 1980)

Yes - 15-

No _ l _

Undecided _2_

Comments: The parents responded very positively to the possibility of future
placement for their children in job sharing classrooms. Four of the respondents
qualified their answers, adding that placement would depend upon the
qualifications of the individual teachers who were choosing to share the job.
Two parents said they would do so without question, and one indicated that he
would do so if the class size limitations set for other classrooms were not
exceeded due to job sharing by the teachers.

)
5.

Did your child's attitude towards school change during the year that he/she had
two teachers rather than one? If so, in what way(s)?

Yes

8

No - 10-

Comments: Of the parents responding that their child's attitude had changed,
all but one felt that change was for the better. Only one felt it had worsened,
due to the child's personality conflict with one of her two teachers.

Parents

commented that their children were more interested, enthusiastic, responsible,
cooperative, motivated, challenged, confident, happier (one parent used the
word "exuberant"), and demonstrated improved self esteem.

Three parents
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added that they were not sure these changes were a direct result of job sharing,
and felt some change was due to maturation.

6.

Do you feel it was beneficial to have two separate opinions of your child's
educational progress?

Yes - 13-

(Moorman, 1980)

No

5

Comments: The parents did feel it was beneficial to have the benefit of two
perspectives on their child's progress.

Many said they appreciated the

opportunity to conference with both of the teachers together. One parent felt
that having two opinions eliminated bias, and added that the situation allowed
for a common focal point seen with "two sets of eyes." One parent, however,
felt two opinions was not beneficial, saying that the two teachers saw her child
in very different ways and did not agree with one another. Of the other parents
who felt it was not beneficial, most had not had the opportunity to conference
with both teachers. ·Their contact had been primarily with one.

7.

Did you experience any difficulty in communicating about your child with
either or both of the teachers as a result of job sharing?

Yes -3-

No _15_

(Moorman, 1980)
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Comments: The majority of parents felt communication with their child's two
teachers presented no problems for them. Parents commented that the teachers
were open, caring, and easy to talk to. One even said that communication was
easier because there was a common focus in the student, and no one teacher's
ego was "on the line." One of the parents who said she did experience some
difficulty in this area commented that she was confused about which teacher to
address her notes to on any one day, and that there might be a one to two day
delay in getting a response from the teacher. She added that this was not a
major concern to her, however.

Two other parents felt that they had some

problem in communicating with one teacher but not the other.

)

8.

Do you have any additional comments or concerns about job sharing you'd like
to share?

Comments:

Nine parents expressed an active support for this type of

employment option for teachers, especially for those with young families. One
felt that the option should be more widely available in other fields, such as
business.

Two parents were concerned that efforts be made in pairing teachers

so they would be compatible. One parent commented that the two teachers his
child had complemented each other. A parent of a first grade student said he
felt the more exposure children have to different adults, the better, and that he
saw only positive results in job sharing by teachers.
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INTERVIEW QUESTIONS
STUDENTS

1.

Do you like being in a classroom with two teachers instead of one? (Tanimura,
1981)

Yes - 16-

No

1

Undecided -1-

Comments: The students responded that they just like the change of pace two
teachers provide.

Several said it was "fun" to have two different teachers.

Others said they didn't get as tired of their teachers in job sharing classrooms.
They seemed to enjoy the way most teachers chose to divide the curriculum,
each teaching specific subjects. One child commented that he enjoyed having
fewer substitute teachers as a result of his teachers filling in for one another.

2.

Do you think you learn more, less, or about the same with two teachers as you
did with one? (Connecticut University, 1970)

More

- 8-

Less

2

About the same

8

Comments: The students who felt they learned more in job sharing classrooms
attributed it mainly to each teacher's attention to specific subjects and to being
taught in "different' ways by the individual instructors.

In the cases where

73
students felt they learned less, one expressed a personality conflict with one of
the teachers and the other said he felt confused and forgot things at times.

3.

Did both of your teachers expect you to follow the classroom rules in about the
same way? (Connecticut University, 1970)

Yes

-

16-

Comments:

No

2

It appears that the job sharing teachers are perceived as quite

similar in this respect by their students. Of the two who responded negatively,
one said that the consequences to students differed from one teacher to the
other, but she stated that this was not a problem for her in any way and seemed
to enjoy the situation, commenting that it's like getting "two disciplines in one."
One child said that the number of "warnings" was different from teacher to
teacher, and was not pleased about it.

4.

Would you like to have two teachers again? (Moorman, 1980; Tanimura, 1981)

Yes - 12-

No

5

Undecided -1-

Comments: The majority of students interviewed would choose to be in job
sharing classrooms if given a choice.

One child, who said she'd prefer one

teacher instead of two, explained that she felt the schoolwork would be "easier"

74

m a traditional classroom.

Most gave no reasons for preferring one teacher

over two.

5.

Is there anything else you'd like to say about having two teachers instead of
just one?

Comments:

One child said that having two teachers made the schoolwork

easier for her.

Another expressed that she enjoys it when the teachers do

"different things," rather than using the same strategies to accomplish
instructional goals.

One student said he liked the way his teacher grouped

children depending upon ability in mathematics, adding that some students were
)

working on skills a grade level ahead.

The division of the curriculum by

teachers was mentioned again. One child said she thought both of her teachers
were "nice," and another couldn't think of anything "bad" about job sharing by
teachers at all.
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OTHER INTERVIEWS

To gain a more complete understanding of the ways in which job sharing by
teachers impacts the functions within the school district, the author contacted the
current and recently retired district personnel directors, the payroll accountant, and the
local teacher's association president. Results of these informal interviews follow.
When asked how job sharing affects the functioning of the district's personnel
office, the current personnel director, H. Faas (personal communication, May 8, 1990),
replied that the increase in number of employees job sharing creates increases the
amount of payroll, record keeping, and reporting required. He indicated that this was
not a major hardship, but more time was needed to meet the personnel needs of a
larger group. One advantage, he said, was that job sharing enlarges the pool of known
employees for hiring purposes. He added that he felt job sharing was very beneficial
to certain programs and certain students.

When asked if our district had a written

policy referring to reversibility, or a part-time teacher's return to a full-time position,
he commented that many teachers who reduce their hours do so by requesting a partial
leave of absence for up to a year. In doing so, they retain their right to a full-time
position because they retain their full-time continuing contract employment status.
A recently retired personnel director with a long history of service to the North
Kitsap School District, D. Deits (personal communication, February 6, 1990), was also
interviewed.

When asked about the need for additional paperwork created by job

sharing, she commented that computerization of these functions has meant little
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increase in cost to the district.

She cited several positive affects of job sharing:

getting more service from two part-time teachers than one usually gets from one fulltime teacher, the benefits enjoyed by having two "fresh" teachers in the classroom, and
the opportunity teachers have to teach their favorite subjects. She added that this last
advantage is of particular significance in a district like ours, where we have a history
of a lack of specialists to teach subjects such as art, music, and physical education to
our elementary school students.
Our district's payroll accountant, A. Tuson (personal communication, May 8,
1990), felt that job sharing did not create problems for the district in this area. Since
health benefits are prorated on the percentage of salary earned, no additional cost is
incurred by the district.

She feels that the absenteeism rate for job sharers is

somewhat lower, and that this results in the need to hire fewer substitutes, but could
not supply specific statistics due to the lack of easily accessible records.
The current North Kitsap Education Association President, R. Carlson (personal
communication, April 20, 1990), was asked about the affects of job sharing on the
teacher's association. Job sharers pay union dues, prorated based upon salary. He felt
that there is a need to negotiate some contract language so the district" is not harmed
and the rights of job sharers are protected. Job sharing members have expressed the
desire to attend district sponsored inservice opportunities. This has been a problem,
since sending both teachers results in increased cost to the district for salaries.

CHAPTER FIVE

SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS

Introduction

This project study described the practice of job sharing among elementary
school teachers.

It included an extensive review of the literature dealing with job

sharing in the field of education.

The North Kitsap School District was used to

illustrate how job sharing has affected the various groups involved.

The study was

undertaken to provide an informal evaluation of job sharing in this district, and to
provide information for those districts considering future implementation of job sharing
for teachers.

}

This chapter summarizes the related literature concerning the definition and
history of job sharing, the reasons teachers desire this employment option, and the
advantages and disadvantages to all involved with any job sharing program. It also
provides the related findings of this particular study, and makes recommendations
where appropriate.

Definition of Job Sharing

Job sharing, for the purposes of this study, is defined as two people sharing the
duties and responsibilities of what is traditionally one full-time position. In teaching,
these are professional level career positions in which cooperation is a vital concern.
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This sets job sharing apart from ordinary part-time employment.
Job sharing schedules vary.

In the publication Job Sharing m the Schools,

Moorman (1980) describes those most commonly used.
week, alternate week, and alternate semester.

These are split day, split

In a split day schedule, one teacher

usually teaches in the morning while the other teaches in the afternoon, with a daily
overlap time at midday for consultation. In a split week schedule, each teacher may
teach two and one half days per week, or two days one week and three the next. Each
teacher has two regular work days and alternates the third, which is often Wednesday.
When teachers opt for the alternate week schedule, they usually work from Wednesday
through Tuesday. This provides a continuous week of instruction, yet neither teacher
works more than three days without a day off. The last schedule, alternate semesters,
differs significantly from those already mentioned in that the sharing is much more
limited. One teacher teaches the first half of the school year artd another the last half.
The only interaction necessary is some joint planning in the fall, and working together
to create a smooth transition midyear.
Each of these schedules has its own advantages and disadvantages. Teachers
who share jobs must decide together which schedule meets their individual needs the
best. The most common job sharing schedule in the North Kitsap School District is a
combination of the split day and split week schedules. Fifty six percent of the teachers
work three split days and one full day each week. Usually, one teacher works all day
on Monday and the other on Friday, giving each teacher a three day weekend.

On

Tuesday, Wednesday, and Thursday, one teacher teaches during the mornings and the
other afternoons. Thirty three percent use a split week schedule, and 11 % use a split
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day schedule. During the 1989-90 school year, none of the job sharers were using
alternate week or alternate semester schedules.

This might reflect the concerns

expressed by one of the principals that alternate week and alternate semester schedules
jeopardize continuity.

History of Job Sharing

In reviewing the literature, it was discovered that job sharing studies and pilot

projects began as early as 1965, but the concept did not really take hold until late in
the 1970's.

Most of the earliest experimentation with job sharing was aimed at

recruitment of trained teachers who chose, mainly due to family obligations, not to
)

teach full-time. These teachers were seen as an untapped resource in a time of teacher
shortages. The most notable early study was one published by Nona Porter (Porter,
1966) in which the Partnership Teaching Program in Framingham, Massachusetts, was
evaluated.

Later, a non-profit work resource center based in San Francisco,

California, called New Ways to Work, was active in researching districts in California
where job sharing was being widely practiced (Moorman, 1980; Moorman et al., 1980;
Olmsted, 1979; Olmsted, 1980). This group published studies in 1976 and 1980 and
prepared pamphlets advocating job sharing. In 1981, a report was published in Hawaii
(Tanimura, 1981) in which a three year pilot job sharing project was evaluated. In
addition, written reports dealing with job sharing were also found from Oregon,
Michigan, and Connecticut (Connecticut University, 1970; Lantz, 1983; Oregon State
Department of Education, 1983).
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Reasons to Job Share

Important reasons to share jobs are cited in the literature.

Changes brought

about by the increasing number of women in the work force, as well as the increase in
number of dual income families, make 'employment options a societal necessity.
Today's workers want more choices in attempting to balance their work and non-work
time and lead broader and less pressured lives. The increase in discretionary time that
job sharing permits is needed to devote to family responsibilities, especially caring for
young children.

Other reasons to reduce working hours include time to pursue

educational goals or an avocation, time to explore other job options or maintain

)

another job, and time for personal needs and other interests. Teachers, in particular,
may find they require an option such as job sharing to maintain their physical and/or
mental health, considering the demanding nature of their jobs. Job sharing can help
new teachers break into the profession as well as help older teachers ease into
retirement.
The present study indicates that fifty five per cent of the teachers in the North
Kitsap School District who chose to job share did so to devote more time to the care
of their own children. Other reasons cited less frequently include the need for time to
maintain another job, pursue other interests, further one's education, and ease into
retirement.

One teacher chose job sharing as a way to get back into the profession

after an absence to raise a family, while another took the position because it was the
only one available. Finally, one teacher chose this option because physical limitations
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kept her from assuming a full-time teaching load.

Advantages of Job Sharing

Regardless of the reasons teachers choose to share their positions, the literature
supports the fact that they, along with the principals, parents, and students, perceive
many advantages in doing so. Job sharing teachers are more satisfied with their jobs
as a result of reduction in fatigue and stress, increased energy and enthusiasm, more
productivity and time for lesson preparation, and the ability to concentrate on teaching
strengths and interests. Job sharing provides teachers the opportunity to learn from
and stimulate one another; improving problem solving skills and allowing for more
creativity and innovation.
The present study found that 94% of the teachers felt that they were not only
more energetic and enthusiastic about their jobs as a result of job sharing, but that it
also reduced the amount of stress they usually experience as classroom teachers.
Eighty three percent felt they were more productive as part-time teachers.

When

asked if they felt they learned from and were stimulated by working closely with
another teacher, 89% responded affirmatively.

This aspect of job sharing was

identified as the greatest asset the program had to offer, with teachers stating that they
felt their problem solving skills and creativity were enhanced by the opportunity to
share experiences, concerns, and ideas. Satisfaction with job sharing was expressed by
the teachers interviewed, with 89% responding that they would choose to share a job
again in the future, and 94% rating it as an excellent employment option overall.
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Employers enjoy many advantages in employing job sharing teams. Research
indicates that many felt they received more than two half-time teachers for the price
of one full-time teacher.

The opportunity to retain valued, experienced teachers is

cited often. Improved attitudes, higher morale, and greater energy and enthusiasm can
be an outgrowth of better meeting employees' employment needs.

Reduced

absenteeism may result from job sharing when paired teachers fill in for one another.
This not only improves continuity of instruction for students, but may also result in
financial savings to the school district in the form of reduced use of sick leave
benefits, and reduced need for substitute teachers.
Hiring practices can be enhanced in a variety of ways by offering job sharing
to employees. First, it enlarges the pool of potential employees, increasing the talents

)

and interests available to the schools. Second, flexibility in hiring can be an asset.
Employers can use job sharing as an affirmative action tool, or as a way to offer parttime employment to potential full-time employees. Job sharing by veteran teachers
may open positions that can then be filled with younger teachers, bringing fresh energy
and new approaches to the school. Employers can hire teams of teachers whose skills
complement each other.

Third, job sharing can be used to ·minimize the need for

layoffs when a reduction in force is necessary. Conversely, when faced with teacher
shortages, it can be an effective recruitment tool to attract competent teachers by
offering employment schedules which meet their personal needs. Finally, one author
suggested that job sharing could be used by employers as an alternative for teachers
they were counseling to take leaves, pursue educational improvement courses, or
change vocations (Tanimura, 1981).

The author considers this, however, to be a
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misuse of job sharing. It should be reserved as an option to be used by teachers who
choose it for themselves, and approach it with energy, enthusiasm, and cooperation.
One teacher should never be placed in a job sharing situation in which he/she becomes
a mentor for a weaker colleague.
The data collected in the North Kitsap School District support the contention
that principals enjoy increased service from job sharing teachers.

There was

unanimous agreement among the principals that these teachers put in at least as much
time and effort into their jobs as they should, and three out of four felt that job sharers
typically put in much more than 1/2 time.

One hundred percent of the job sharers

interviewed felt that they put in at least as much time and effort into their work as they
should, with 83% stating that they put in more time than their half-time positions

)

should require. There was agreement among the full-time teacher colleagues on this
issue, with 92% saying they feel their job sharing counterparts do as much as they
should or more, pointing out the extra time that must be put in to communicate
effectively with one's partner as one example.
Three of the four principals interviewed felt that offering job sharing positions
definitely allowed them to retain valued, experienced teachers.

One principal

commented that it was better to have half than none of an excellent employee. When
asked to characterize the general attitudes and morale of job sharers as compared to
full-time teachers, all agreed that attitudes and morale were at least as good as among
full-time teachers, and three of the four felt they were better due to the opportunity to
balance personal needs and family responsibilities with employment.
Most of the district's principals felt that the rate of absenteeism was not
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affected by job sharing, with one indicating that fewer substitutes needed to be hired in
job sharing classrooms.

Another commented that continuity of instruction was

enhanced when job sharing partners covered for one another.

The district's payroll

accountant reported that she did feel that job sharing resulted in the need to hire fewer
substitutes, reducing costs in this area.

She felt it was likely that the district was

saving a little money, but was unable to comment on just how much due to the lack of
easily accessible records. The job sharers themselves indicated that two thirds of them
do, in fact, substitute for one another at times, usually on a trade-off basis, but
sometimes taking regular substitute pay for working for one another.
The data regarding the flexibility in hiring issues indicate that the principals do
not see this as an advantage of job sharing.

One principal felt that job sharing

restricted hiring because it was difficult to find quality teachers who were willing to
accept half-time positions, while another said job sharing actually demanded, rather
than provided, flexibility from the employer. The personnel director stated, however,
that he felt job sharing enlarged the pool of known employees from which to hire, an
advantage for the district. Three of the four principals have used, or plan to use, job
sharing to help solve staffing or other problems in their schools, however.

Overall

satisfaction was reported by the principals, with 100% responding that they felt job
sharing should be continued in the district. One principal added that he gets a good
deal of support and dedication from the job sharers in his building, and commented
that job sharing is one of the best bargains for any school district.
Job sharing offers advantages to students in the form of an improved and
enriched educational experience.

Although hard data aimed at the impact of job
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sharing on student performance was not available, anecdotal reports do support the
contention that job sharing has favorable affects on students. Most job sharers divide
the responsibility for teaching specific subjects in the curriculum.

Since they have

fewer subjects to prepare for and teach, more time can be spent on planning lessons.
These teachers also have the opportunity to specialize and teach the subjects they most
enjoy and are most skilled in presenting, strengthening the curriculum. Two teachers
in the classroom doubles the variety in approaches to learning available to the students.
The students benefit from interaction with two separate adult personalities, who have
more energy and bring more enthusiasm into the classroom. All of these factors may
contribute to the increased student interest in school and improved attitudes reported in
the literature. Some students even felt more challenged in job sharing classrooms.
This study suggests positive affects on the instructional program due to job
sharing. There was unanimous agreement among the job sharing teachers that their
arrangement provided benefits to children.

Among these benefits, job sharers

repeatedly cited the opportunity children have to interact with two adults with
individual teaching styles and more energy, and improved instruction and an enriched
curriculum due to teachers having more time to devote to their strong subjects,
interests, special units, and projects.

All of the principals felt that in general, the

strengths of one partner complemented those of his/her partner. The majority of the
principals also felt that the instructional program was strengthened by job sharing.
Ninety two percent of the full-time teacher colleagues agreed that students get the best
of both teachers in job sharing classrooms. The students in job sharing classrooms
enjoy the experience, 89% responding that they "like" having two teachers instead of
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one. When asked about how much they learn in a job sharing classroom as compared
with a single teacher, 44% felt they learned more, 44% felt they learned about the
same, and 11 % felt they learned less. The majority of the students said they would
like to be placed in another job sharing classroom in the future.

Over 75% of the

parents interviewed felt that having the strengths and interests of two teachers had
caused their child's instructional program to be better, while the remainder felt it was
unchanged.
The parents were asked if their child's attitude towards school had changed
during the year that he/she had two teachers rather than one. Just over half of the
parents reported no change, while the remainder almost unanimously agreed that they
had seen a change for the better. Although three parents said they were not sure the
changes were a direct result of job sharing, adding that some change was probably due
to maturation, they used these adjectives to describe their child's attitudes: interested,
enthusiastic, responsible, cooperative, motivated, challenged, confident, happy, and
exuberant.
The primary advantage of job sharing to parents, according to the literature, is
the opportunity to receive two perspectives on their child's performance.

The data

collected showed that 71 % of the parents did, in fact, feel that it was beneficial to
have two separate opinions of their child's educational progress.

Many said they

appreciated the opportunity to conference with both of the teachers together.

)
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Disadvantages of Job Sharing

Although the benefits of job sharing are numerous, there are some potential
problems for those involved.

For the job sharers themselves, a significant

disadvantage is the possibility of being paired with a teacher with whom they are
incompatible.

They must adjust to a diminished salary and a possible reduction in

fringe benefits.

Adequate communication with one's partner and joint planning

requires extra time.

Returning to full-time employment may be difficult if

reversibility is not guaranteed in the district's collective bargaining agreement.
Resentment might be encountered from full-time colleagues, and job sharers might
feel somewhat isolated. Job sharers must either return to school during their nonworking hours to attend meetings, or rely on others for information.

Lastly, job

sharing teams must guard against being assigned more nonteaching responsibilities
than would be required of one full-time teacher, and restrict their own working hours
so as not to put in considerably more time than required.
During the interviews, the issue of teaching team compatibility was raised
repeatedly.

One principal said it was the· single most significant variable in job

sharing. In the experience of this district, however, this aspect of job sharing appears
to have been handled to everyone's satisfaction. The principals unanimously agreed
that job sharing partners have been compatible. This might be a result of the fact that
in 78% of the pairings, partner teachers either found each other, or one was involved
in the hiring of his/her partner. Principals paired only 22% of this year's job sharing
teams. Addressing an issue closely related to compatibility, the job sharers were asked
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if they were satisfied with the level of communication they experienced with their
partners.

Seventy eight percent felt satisfied, the remaining job sharers voicing

concern over the lack of time to communicate fully on a regular basis. When asked
what recommendations they would make to improve job sharing in the district,
providing more common planning time was the issue of most concern.
Resentment by full-time colleagues did not surface as a problem in this study.
When asked about how their job sharing arrangement was viewed by their full-time
colleagues, job sharers reported that they had never heard a negative comment from
their full-time counterparts, adding that the only comments made were from teachers
who would enjoy working shorter hours, but weren't willing to give up half of their
pay. When the full-time teachers were asked if job sharing presented any problems
for them, most said it did not. Of the five responding that it did pose problems, three
referred to the problems as "slight" or "minor." The most common concern mentioned
was communication. Job sharers sometimes missed meetings and/or planning sessions,
and were more difficult to consult with due to their varying schedules. One full-time
teacher commented that it was more difficult to do team teaching with job sharers.
Job sharing programs are often opposed initially by principals who anticipate
problems which never arise or can be easily resolved in practice. It was interesting to
learn that these attitudes usually disappear once principals actually have the experience
of working with job sharing teachers. Among these concerns is the fear of parental
reactions. The literature supports the fact that parental reactions have been generally
favorable to job sharing by teachers.

Another fear is that the students will be

negatively affected by job sharing, but this appears to be unfounded in practice. Some
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principals feel that job sharing teachers · may be more unprofessional, and that they
could experience a problem with accountability. Again, the literature does not support
these fears.
The parents in this study were asked if, given a similar opportunity to have
their children placed in classrooms with two teachers rather than one, they would do
so.

Eighty two percent said they would.

It was also surprising to find that

communication between the teachers and the parents was not in any way negatively
affected by the job sharing arrangement, with over 80% responding that there were no
problems in this area. Principals characterized parental reaction as generally positive,
stating that they had experienced very little negative reaction.

One principal added

that parental concern, when there was any, was most often expressed at the beginning
)

of the school year, and that after discussing it with the principal and experiencing the
program, there had never been a follow-up concern.
In addressing the possibility of a negative impact upon students, the principals

were asked several questions.

First, they were asked if students had difficulty

adjusting to more than one teacher in the classroom. All of the principals said they
did not, especially when both teachers had similar expectations of students and
consistent discipline techniques and routines. Second, when asked if student growth
had proved satisfactory in job sharing classrooms, all agreed that it had. Finally, all of
the principals felt that students benefit from the opportunity to interact with two
teachers.

One principal commented that today's child flourishes among a group of

different adult personalities and has yet to see a child who doesn't thrive in a job
sharing classroom.
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The principals were asked if job sharers were as professional as full-time
teachers in their attitudes towards students, other teachers, and the school system.
They all agreed that job sharers behaved in a professional manner. When asked if job
sharing presented an accountability problem for them, they all replied that it had not.
Several areas are mentioned in the literature in which job sharing presents
complications which may not be as easily resolved.
communication.

The first is in the area of

Administrators may experience more difficulty in communicating

with the entire staff and scheduling faculty meetings when everyone can attend.

In

addition, job sharing increases the size of the staff which means added supervisory
tasks, including an increase in the number of performance evaluations which must be
done annually.

)

Finally, more teachers increases administrative costs for payroll and

record keeping.
Three of the four principals in the present study did report some problems with
communication. Job sharers aren't present at all staff meetings and sometimes miss
information, or get it second hand. This problem, however, is not insurmountable. In
fact, the principals all felt that they had developed ways to cope with any problems job
sharing might present through experience in working with them.

Regarding

communication, some principals stagger the days and times (a.m. or p.m.) of their staff
meetings to accommodate job sharers.

They also use a variety of methods to

communicate, including daily bulletins. Advance planning is advantageous, allowing
time for changes, if necessary.
Half of the principals mentioned that the increase in staff size increased the
number of evaluations a principal must perform a year. In addition, the principal must
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deal with the administrative needs of a greater number of employees. The literature
points out that job sharers are rarely novice teachers, but usually experienced teachers
who have been retained by the school system partly due to their competence.
Therefore, one can argue that the increase in supervisory tasks is not likely to be a
major burden on the administrator. This study supports this argument. It was found
that the average job sharer in the district was 43 years old, with 11 years of teaching
experience. Even the principal of the school with the largest percentage of job sharers
in the district indicated that the increase in evaluations was not a major roadblock and
did not support any kind of limitation on the number of job sharers per building.
In speaking with personnel directors and the payroll accountant of the district, it

was learned that the increase in number of teachers does impact these functions. There

)

are simply more employees to pay and keep records on. This impact is minimized by
computerization of many of these functions, however. No one felt that this impact was
a major concern.

Implementation

Careful planning and the development of clearly understood policies and
procedures are needed to ensure a successful job sharing experience for all parties
involved. Since more job sharing in the schools in Washington State is likely to result
from new legislation passed in 1989 (RCW 28A.58.580), the Washington State School
Directors Association has developed a model policy which districts around the state,
including North Kitsap, are now considering for local approval (see Appendix A).
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Moorman et al. (1980) have developed a set of criteria to be used in writing
proposals for mutual agreement between principals and potential job sharers. Briefly,
these include:

scheduling, division of teaching responsibilities, handling of non-

teaching responsibilities, communication (between job sharers, with parents, and with
the principal and other staff), substituting arrangements, and ways to help orient
students to the arrangement. These areas are important and should be considered by
any two teachers planning to share a position. However, this author disagrees that they
need to be addressed in writing. The teachers in the North Kitsap School District have
been operating smoothly for

years without written proposals, making most

arrangements through informal verbal agreements with their building principals.
In addition, 39% of the parents did not feel they had been adequately informed

)

about the details of the job sharing arrangement as it pertained to them or their
children. A better job of communicating with parents must be done, so they are not
taken by surprise or confused by job sharing arrangements. This author recommends
that each job sharing team of teachers write a letter explaining their program, and that
a copy be sent to all of the parents of the students placed in their classrooms during
the summer before school begins. Parents should also have the opportunity to express
concerns at some kind of "Back to School" or "Curriculum" Night, held within the first
month of school. Finally, since 72% of the parents interviewed felt it was beneficial
to have two separate opinions of their child's educational progress, this author strongly
recommends that job sharers make every effort to conference together with parents in
the fall and in the spring.
Some sources in the literature state that support of the site administrator is an
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important factor (Moorman, 1980; Moorman et al., 1980; Olmsted, 1983; Tanimura,
1981).

Since experience working with job sharing teachers appears to convince

principals of such a program's feasibility, it is recommended that job sharing be an
option with or without the site administrator's initial approval.
Although sources in the literature were in disagreement over the need for
inservice provided by the district to prepare those who enter into job sharing
assignments, the present data indicate that job sharers want the opportunity to get
together periodically to discuss their special needs and concerns. They felt it would be
helpful when first sharing a position, and should be ongoing so that they could benefit
from the experiences of others.
Financial considerations in the implementation of a job sharing program include
salary, health benefits, and retirement service credit and benefits. Salary and health
benefits are usually prorated. Advancement on the district's salary schedule does vary,
with some granting a full step increment for anyone working 50% or more and others
granting one step after working for two years to teachers working half-time. In the
North Kitsap School District, job sharers are granted one half step increments every
year.
Issues surrounding retirement benefits and credit surfaced frequently in the
interviews. At present, some job sharers are at a real disadvantage within Washington
State's system. All teachers hired after July of ·1977 are under a program called Plan
II, whereas those hired before that date are on Plan I. Many job sharers under Plan II
are currently receiving no retirement credit or benefits because they must work a
minimum of 90 hours per month to qualify.

Job sharers covered under Plan I do
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receive prorated retirement credit and benefits because their required minimum is 70
hours per month. This inequity must be corrected, as it not only discriminates against
younger teachers, but also serves as a deterrent to job sharing by many teachers. This
situation is currently being addressed by the state legislature, and it is anticipated that
this situation will be resolved within the next year.
One last financial consideration should be noted. When asking this year's job
sharers how they would improve the current program, several expressed that they
would like to attend district sponsored inservice opportunities. In the past, only one of
the two teachers was compensated for attendance, and many job sharers felt they were
missing out on valuable training.

This would represent an increase in cost to the

district, but would result in a situation in which all certified staff would have equal
access to instructional improvement opportunities.
Implementation of job sharing carries with it implications for local teachers'
collective bargaining units.

Although historically leery of reduced work scheduling,

union resistance has diminished in recent years. The major concerns from the union's
perspective are that any job sharing arrangements be strictly voluntary and that parttime employees retain parity with full-time colleagues on issues of salary, benefits,
and rights. Recognizing that some of its members want and need employment options,
some unions have addressed this issue through the negotiation of specific contract
language (for sample contract language, see Appendix B).
In conclusion, the available literature and the results of this study strongly

support the implementation and continuation of job sharing programs for elementary
teachers. Teachers want and need employment options that allow them more personal
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and professional flexibility in their lives. Furthermore, the advantages of job sharing
have been shown to far outweigh the disadvantages for all parties affected.
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APPENDIX A

Model Policy for Job Sharing

Source: Washington State School Directors Association
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PERSONNEL
Job-Sharing Staff Members
A job-sharing assignment is the shared performance of the duties of one
full-time, regular position by two employees.
All announcements of job openings in the district, including openings
for certificated staff, shall indicate that applications will be
accepted from individuals wishing to share the position(s) to be filled.
Applications from two individuals wishing to share a single position
will be considered by the district. The superintendent is responsible
for recommending to the board when the best interests of the district
would be served by creating a job-sharing assignment for a particular
position.
The district reserves the authority to:
A. Determine the number of job-sharing positions,
district;

)

if any, within the

B. Require job-sharing employees to attend staff training or other staff
development activities at one-half of full compensation;
C. Abolish any job-sharing assignment, or change a job-sharing position
to a full time position held by one employee, at the sole discretion
of the district;
D. Consider any request to create a job-sharing position in a position
currently held by one employee, or vice versa;
E. Require job-sharing staff members to work full-time in the event of
the termination or resignation of one of the job-sharing staff
members, or until such time as a replacement can be hired, at the
sole discretion of the district.
Employees sharing a position shall sign a job-sharing contract to be
developed by the
superintendent.
The
contract
shall
identify
contingencies which may arise during the course of employment including,
but not limited to, absence or resignation of one of the job-sharing
employees, computation of employee benefits, and responsibility for
participation in staff meetings and committees. The purpose of such
contract is to address potential conflicts in an equitable manner in
advance of actual conflicts.
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The conditions provided by this policy are not intended to discourage
job sharing nor to impose disproportionate burdens upon job-sharing
staff members. The superintendent shall establish job-sharing procedures
which describe the duties, responsibilities, salaries and benefits for
individuals sharing a position.

Cross References:

Board Policy 5110
5111
5210

Legal References:

RCW 28A.58.099

Ch. 206, Laws of 1989

Adoption Date:

Recruitment and Selection of
Staff
Employment of Staff
Assignment, Reassignment and
Transfer
Hiring and discharging
employees--Leaves for
employees--Seniority and
leave benefits, retention
upon transfers between
schools
School and Educational Service
District--Job sharing
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APPENDIX B

Sample Contract Language

Source: Moorman, B., Smith, S. & Ruggels, S. (1980).

Guide to Policies and Contracts on Job Sharing in the Schools.
Palo Alto, CA: New Ways to Work.
(ERIC Document Reproduction Service No. ED 195 808)
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MODEL COLLECTIVE BARGAINING CONTRACT

DEFINITION:
Job sharing shall refer to two (2) unit members sharing one (1) full-time position.

APPLICATION:
Any assignment openings shall be available to certificated staff who have indicated in
writing to the personnel director their desire to job share.

PAIRING:
Job sharing assignments shall be filled only by teachers who have jointly agreed to
work together.

SELECTION:
Job sharing assignments shall be granted annually upon mutual agreement of the
teachers and the personnel office.

RESPONSIBILITIES:
Responsibilities of an assignment by two (2) job sharers may be divided and/or
allocated according to a plan designed by the job sharers, with the concurrence of their
immediate supervisor. This shall include but not be limited to attendance at regular
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staff meetings, district meeting, parent conferencing, etc.

COMPENSATION:
Participants shall be placed appropriately on the teacher's salary schedule, receive one
step increment for each year of service, and be given appropriate added increments for
advanced degrees or longevity.
OR

Employees sharing contracts shall receive salary step movement at the start of the
school year, following the accumulation of the equivalency of one year of full-time
service.

BENEFITS:
Unit members working in job sharing positions shall receive a prorated amount of
health, welfare, and leave benefits.

Contributions to State Teachers' Retirement

System shall be proportionate to the time served and salary earned.

RETURN TO FULL TIME:
If the job sharer wishes to increase from part-time to full-time, such increase will
depend upon the staffing needs of the school district and the employee's qualifications.
In the event a job sharer requests to return to a full-time teaching assignment, the
district shall grant such a request before hiring personnel from outside the district to
fill a position for which the job sharer is qualified and has requested.
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OR
Part-time teachers who hold full-time tenure rights shall be transferred to full-time
employment at the beginning of the school year provided they have informed the
employer of their desire to do so prior to _ _ __ _ _ __

OR
Part-time leaves for job sharing assignments shall be granted for not less than three
(3) years nor more than five (5) years provided further that the parties mutually agree
to the amount the assignment shall be reduced and the date on which the unit member
may elect in writing to return to the unit member's prior assignment time. In the event

)

the unit member does not elect in writing to return to the prior assignment, the unit
member's assignment shall be permanently reduced.

However, the unit member and

the district may mutually agree to reduce or extend the above period of reduced
assignment time.

SUBSTITUTING:
Job sharers shall substitute for each other whenever possible.

